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Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 


Board,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Comment  1:     "Page  1,    'Project  Description1,  says  that  'The 

rotunda  and  art  glass  dome  ...  would  be  dismantled,  and 
then  incorporated  into  the  design  of  the  proposed  project.' 

"But  page  one  hundred,  paragraph  C  says,    'No  measures  have 
been  developed  to  date  to  secure  the  art  glass  dome  in 
the  case  of  an  earthquake.     A  resolution  of  this  problem 
must  be  accomplished  prior  to  the  implementation  of  the 
proposed  project  in  order  to  insure  the  safety  of  customers 
and  personnel  in  the  building.'    ...   suggests  that  the  rotunda 
and  dome  might  not  be  able  to  be  relocated,  a  situation 
which  would  violate  the  Board  of  Supervisors'  resolution 
with  regard  to  designation  of  the  City  of  Paris  as  a  landmark 
of  the  City  and  County. 

"These  two  sections  do  appear  to  be  contradictory  and  should 
be  corrected." 

Response  1;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  on  page  79, 
Section  A,  and  on  page  100,  Section  C,  line  6. 

Detailed  information  will  be  provided  to  Johnson/Burgee 
for  on-site  coordination  of  the  proposed  Neiman-Marcus 
building  and  the  reassembly  of  the  Rotunda  and  dome. 

Procedures  and  methodology  employed  for  disassembly/reassembly 
of  the  ornamental  plaster,  stained  glass  dome  and  armature 
(metal  framing  system)   have  been  developed  to  save  every 
element  of  the  dome  and  Rotunda  in  its  entirety-a  complete 
rehabilitation  and  restoration.     Public  safety,  code  conform- 
ance and  deterioration,  however,  dictate  replacement  of 
some  elements  of  the  stained  glass  dome.     All  stained  glass 
would  be  releaded  for  strength,  as  the  existing  lead 
shows  signs  of  deterioration  and  all  solder  joints  are 
breaking.     All  new  leading  would  be  done  with  tellurium 
lead  to  assure  strength  and  durability  over  time.  Addi- 
tionally, the  secondary  members  of  the  armature  and  the 
sag  bars  of  stained  glass  would  be  replaced  to  strengthen 
the  dome. 

The  disassembly  process  would  involve  the  following  step 
by  step  procedures: 

Ornamental  Plaster: 

After  an  approved  ornamental  plaster  subcontractor  sub- 
mitted documents,  drawings,   etc.  describing  in  detail  all 
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methods  and  procedures  for  disassembly  as  required  in  the 
specifications  and  after  this  information  was  reviewed 
by  Whisler-Patr i  and  Johnson/Burgee,  the  disassembly  pro- 
cess would  begin. 

Under  strict  supervision,  the  ornamental  plaster  subcon- 
tractor would  disassemble  piece  by  piece,  cutting  as  neces- 
sary all  elements  of  the  rotunda.     Each  piece  would  be 
numbered,  photographed,  crated,  and  ultimately  stored  in 
an  environmentally  controlled  space. 

Special  moldings  as  described  in  the  specifications  would 
be  taken  of  all  ornamental  and  rolled  plaster  as  a  safety 
precaution  in  case  of  breakage  or  if  certain  elements  show 
signs  of  deterioration  and  could  not  be  reassembled. 

Reassembly  details,  techniques  and  procedures  would  be 
designed  and  developed  after  in-depth  examination  of  dis- 
assembled elements. 

All  disassembled  elements  of  the  Rotunda  would  be  reassembled 
exactly  as  in  the  original.     Re-pointing  and  finishing 
techniques  would  be  employed  to  ensure  quality  finishes. 

Stained  Glass  Dome: 

After  an  approved  stained  glass  subcontractor  has  submitted 
documents,  drawings,  etc.,  describing  in  detail  all  methods 
and  procedures  for  disassembly  as  required  in  the  specifica- 
tions, and  after  this  information  was  reviewed  by  Whisler- 
Patr  i  and  Johnson/Burgee,  the  disassembly  process  would 
begin. 

Under  strict  supervision,  the  stained  glass  subcontractor 
would  remove  each  panel  of  glass.     Each  panel  would  be 
numbered,  photographed,  crated  and  relocated  to  a  stained 
glass  studio  for  rehabilitation.     After  the  glass  was  removed 
in  its  entirety,   the  armature   (metal  framing  system)  would 
be  removed  and  relocated  to  a  metal  shop  for  rehabilita- 
tion.    All  members  of  the  armature  would  be  numbered  and 
photographed . 

To  provide  for  public  safety  in  case  of  glass  breakage 
during  an  earthquake  or  fire,  the  dome  must  be  secured 
in  some  manner.     In  a  6  December  1978  letter  from  Robert 
Levy,  Superintendent  of  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
to  Rolf  Jensen  and  Associates,  four  possible  systems  are 
approved.     The  two  most  likely  to  be  selected  would  include 
placing  nylon  netting  under  the  dome  or  underlaying  a  sheet 
of  lexan  with  extra  sprinklers  over  and  under  the  dome 
sur  f ace . 
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Comment  2;     "...the  Landmarks  Board  asks  that  a  new  alternative 
section  be  added  which  would  indicate  what  would  happen 
if  the  rotunda  and  dome  cannot  be  relocated  in  the  new 
building . " 

Response  2;     As  the  procedure  has  been  developed  and  approved 
for  relocation  of  the  Rotunda  and  dome,   it  has  become 
evident  that  it  would  be  possible  to  dismantle  and  relocate 
the  dome   (See  Response  1) .     If  the  project  sponsor  were 
to  dismantle  the  dome  without  incorporating  it  into  the 
proposed  structure,  an  entirely  new  design  for  a  Neiman- 
Marcus  store  would  be  necessary.     Prior  to  processing 
permit  applications  for  a  new  design,  additional  environ- 
mental review  would  be  required. 

Comment  3;     "Page  1-B,  paragraph  I,  here  and  on  pages  18,  89, 
when  mentioning  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  building  was  recommended  at 
the  National  Level  of  Significance,  which  is  most  unusual." 

Response  3:     Page  24,  last  paragraph,  last  sentence  has  been 
changed  to  supply  this  information.     Other  references 
to  the  National  Register  have  not  been  expanded  in  order 
to  avoid  excessive  verbiage  in  the  document. 

Comment  4 ;     "Page  2-C,  paragraph  1,  the  last  sentence,   is  too 
vague  with  regard  to  drawings  and  photographs.     In  order 
to  be  professionally  accurate,  and  to  ensure  documentation 
that  is  useful,  the  sentence  should  be  changed  to  show 
measured  drawings  and  photogr amme tr ics .     Beginning  that 
sentence  with  the  words   'in  addition1  would  provide  further 
amplification. " 

Response  4;     Page  79,  Section  A,  the  last  paragraph  has  been 

changed  to  provide  further  information  on  the  documentation. 

Comment  5:     "Paragraph  2,  the  last  sentence  states  that  the 
architects   'have  stated  reasons  why  these  measures  were 
not  incorporated  in  the  building  design. '     What  are  these 
reasons?" 

Response  5:     Page  2,  Item  C,  second  paragraph,  the  last  sentence 
has  been  changed.     See  also  the  revised  Urban  Design 
Impacts   (Chapter  IV. B)   and  Urban  Design  Mitigation  sections 
(Chapter  V.B. ) . 

Comment  6:     "The  remaining  paragraphs  in  this  section  need 

amplification  or  page  references  to  tell  the  reader  where 
he  can  find  the  specifics.     The  most  obvious  are  the  flower 
stand,  and  energy  consumption  levels." 
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Response  6;     The  flower  stand  relocation  is  discussed  on  page  81 
of  the  EIR.     Traffic  light  phasing  is  discussed  on  page  82, 
noise  mitigation  on  page  85,  human  safety  on  page  86  and 
energy  consumption  on  page  87. 

The  Summary  cannot  and  should  not  contain  all  the  information 
from  the  main  text. 

Comment  7;     "In  the  last  paragraph,  reference  is  made  to  con- 
sultation with  city  staff.     What  staff?    What  agency  or 
agencies?" 

Response  7:     The  Board  of  Examiners,  Superintendent  of  Bureau 

of  Building  Inspection  Robert  Levy  and  Senior  Plan  Checker, 
Alec  Korensky.     Page  103  has  been  changed  to  include 
Robert  Levy,  Superintendent  of  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection, 
and  Mr.  Alec  Korensky' s  name  has  been  spelled  correctly. 

Comment  8 :     "Page  7,  paragraph  1,  how  high  and  how  tall  are 

various  windows  mentioned?    What  are  their  other  dimensions? 
Where  on  the  west  wall  are  the  two  'tall'  windows  and 
what  are  their  dimensions?" 

Response  8;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  on  page  7, 
first  paragraph,  line  6. 

Comment  9:     "Paragraph  3,  more  verbal  description  is  needed 
with  regard  to  the  rotunda.     There  are  also  no  drawings 
or  photographs  to  show  how  this  would  look  inside." 

Response  9;     Page  7,  third  paragraph,  line  7,  has  been  changed 
to  reference  new  figures  of  the  Rotunda  and  page  22,  the 
second  sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph,  been  changed 
to  further  describe  the  Rotunda. 

Comment  10:     "More  description  and  some  visual  material  is 

also  needed  with  regard  to  the  proposed  atrium  ...  project 
sponsor  says  he  cannot  use  a  rotunda  open  space  due  to 
merchandising  plan.     However,  on  page  13,  they  show  an 
open  space  which  is  quite  large  even  with  escalators. 
And  page  7  shows  a  37-foot  by  24-foot  atrium  planned  in 
the  middle  of  the  store.     Please  explain." 

Response  10:     Page  7,   third  paragraph,   the  fourth  sentence 

starting  on  line  8  has  been  changed  to  explain  that  the 
escalators  would  be  located  in  the  37-foot  by  24-foot  atrium. 

In  comparison,  the  size  of  the  Rotunda  is  approximately 
38  feet  by  55  feet. 
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Comment  11;     "Footnote  1,   is  art  glass  expert  still  under 
contract  to  project  sponsor?" 

Response  11;     Mr.  Otto  Dressier  of  United  Art  Glass  Co.,  who 
worked  on  the  original  dome  of  the  City  of  Paris  as  a 
young  apprentice,  was  contacted  by  Whisler-Patr i .  How- 
ever, Mr.  Dressier  is  in  his  late  80s  and  was  unavailable 
for  the  restoration  of  the  dome  and  Rotunda. 

Two  firms  were  hired  by  Whisler-Patr i  to  provide  detailed 
expertise  to  the  restoration  program.     Each  firm  has  sur- 
veyed the  existing  conditions  of  the  Rotunda  and  dome 
in  detail  and  aided  in  the  development  of  technical  docu- 
ments and  requirements  for  the  disassembly/reassembly 
procedures.     The  two  firms  are; 

United  Staff  and  Stone  -  Ornamental  Plaster  Specialists. 
Located  in  Los  Angeles,  owned  and  operated  by  Vincent 
and  Bruno  Panucci.     Some  of  their  most  recent  works  include 
the  Getty  Museum  ornamental  plaster,  ornamental  plaster 
restoration  of  the  Resnick  residence,  Diane  Warwick  resi- 
dence ornamental  plaster  restoration. 

Cummings  Studios  -  Stained  Glass  Dome  Specialists.  Located 
in  San  Rafael  and  Massachusetts,  owned  and  operated  by 
Bill  Cummings.     Mr.  Cummings1   father  was  originator  of 
the  studio,  the  work  of  which  has  included  the  Sheraton- 
Palace  court  dome  restoration,  Olympic  Club  dome  restora- 
tion, and  Holy  Cross  Mauseoleum  dome  restoration.     Mr.  Cummings 
is  currently  President  of  Cummings  Studios  and  member 
of  the  Hooslick  Guild  and  Stained  Glass  Association  of 
Amer  ica . 

Other  technical  assistance  has  been  provided  to  the  archi- 
tects and  restoration  consultants  as  follows; 

C.  E.  Toland  and  Sons; 

Provide  technical  expertise  to  Whisler-Patr i  and  Cummings 
Studios  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  metal  armature  within 
the  art  glass  dome.     This  element  of  the  dome  must  be 
carefully  removed,   intact,  and  relocated  to  a  shop  for 
precise  measurements  of  existing  metal  pieces  to  be  rehab- 
ilitated, restored,  or  replaced. 

Qrville  L.  Lenore  -  Surveyor : 

The  surveying  team  provided  the  measured  grid  that  would 
serve  as  the  primary  data  for  reassembly.     The  center 
lines  of  the  columns  at  the  fourth  floor  were  established 
and  an  exterior  grid  was  projected  from  these  column  center 
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points.     A  center  point  within  the  Rotunda  was  then  defined 
and  the  grid  and  center  point  were  projected  downward 
to  each  lower  floor.     This  procedure  would  allow  exact 
measured  reassembly  of  the  Rotunda  into  the  proposed  Neiman- 
Marcus  store. 

Comment  12;     "Pages  16  and  17 ,  figures  11  and  12  show  glass 
dome  over  rotunda  and  detail  of  rotunda  dome,  but  there 
are  no  photographs  of  the  details  of  the  rotunda  itself. 
A  picture  of  the  rotunda  itself  from  street  level  is  neces- 
sary. . .  " 

Response  12;     Additional  information  has  been  provided  on  page  7, 
last  paragraph  and  a  new  figure  follows  on  page  172. 

Comment  13;     "Pages  13  and  14,  floor  diagrams  should  show 
merchandising  plan  or  layout." 

Response  13;     See  Response  52. 

Comment  14;     "Paragraph  18-D,  here  it  should  be  noted  that 
the  City  of  Paris  is  also  a  State-registered  landmark. 
Note  its  landmark  number  and  when  it  was  designated  as 
such,  especially  if  mentioning  the  National  Register." 

Response  14;     The  information  has  been  added  after  the  first 
sentence  in  paragraph  D,  page  18. 

Comment  15;     "Page  21,  site  history,  paragraph  1,  Ville  de 

Paris  sailed  from  Paris  with  the  intent  of  opening  a  store. 
See  case  report." 

Response  15;     The  first  sentence  on  page  21  has  been  changed. 

Comment  16;     "Paragraph  2,  add  the  information  that  Clinton  Day 
was  the  architect  of  the  1896  Spring  Valley  Water  Company 
Building . " 

Response  16;     A  new  paragraph  has  been  added  on  page  21  after 
the  second  paragraph. 

Comment  17;     "Also  include  photograph  of  that  original  building 
as  well  as  a  photograph  showing  building  after  1906  fire 
and  earthquake." 

Response  17;     A  reference  to  new  figures  has  been  added  on 
page  21,  third  paragraph  and  new  figures  follow. 
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Comment  18;     "Paragraph  3,  last  sentence  should  be  corrected 
to  read  ' . . .Hobart  mansion  at  the  corner  of  Van  Ness  and 
Washington. . . 1 . " 

Response  18:     This  comment  does  not  reflect  on  the  adequacy 
of  the  EIR.     The  information  supplied  neither  adds  to 
nor  detracts  from  the  discussion  of  the  history  of  the 
City  of  Paris  building  at  Geary  and  Stockton. 

Comment  19;     "Footnote  1,    'Here  Today'  was  published  in  1968. 
Also  change  bibliography  on  page  111." 

Response  19:     Page  21,  the  last  line  of  the  footnote  has  been 
changed . 

The  bibliography  and  the  footnote  on  page  76  have  also 
been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

Comment  20;     Page  22,  paragraph  2,  add  that  art  glass  dome 
was  designed  by  Harry  Wile  Hopps." 

Response  20;     The  information  has  been  added  on  page  22, 
paragraph  2. 

Comment  21;     "Paragraph  4,  change  death  of  Paul  Verdier  to 
1965.  " 


Response  21:     Page  22,  third  full  paragraph,  the  second  line 
has  been  changed. 

Comment  22;     "Last  paragraph,  acquisition  of  the  various  proper- 
ties is  inaccurate  and  incomplete.     Our  records  indicate 
sale  of  199  Geary   (City  of  Paris)    in  1966  or  1976  from 
the  Hooper  Estate.     The  former  Walters  Building  was  pur- 
chased from  the  Verdier  family  in  1978,  then  sold  to  Amfac 
along  with  the  adjacent  buildings  to  the  east  for  Liberty 
House . 


"Please  call  Haskell  Titchell,  attorney  for  both  the  Verdiers 

and  the  Hoopers  for  specifics." 

Response  22:     Page  22,  the  last  paragraph  has  been  changed. 

Comment  23:  "Also,   in  1970,  sponsor  was  known  as  Broadway- 
Hale." 


Response  23:  Correct. 

Comment  24:     "...give  specific  date  of  announcement  of  plans 
for  new  store." 
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Response  24:     The  date  has  been  provided  on  page  22. 


Comment  25;     "Page  23,  history.     Involvement  of  preservationists 
did  not  begin  with  the  Citizens  Committee  to  Save  the 
City  of  Paris  in  1974.     The  matter  began  with  the  Landmarks 
Board  in  approximately  1970,  and  discussion  continued 
to  1972.     Please  trace  this  involvement  and  that  of  others." 

Response  25:     This  information  has  been  added  on  pages  22  and  24. 

Comment  26:     "Paragraph  2  does  not  indicate  Landmarks  Board 

vote  or  the  Board's  reasons  for  that  vote,  although  great 
space  is  devoted  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution." 

Response  26:     Page  23,  paragraph  2,  the  last  sentence  has 
been  changed  to  include  that  information. 

Comment  27:     "Paragraph  3,  hearings  attracted  individuals  as 
well  as  organizations,  and  if  mention  is  to  be  made  of 
groups,  mention  all  groups.     Logically,  one  would  then 
list  all  individuals  who  testified,  but  at  least  the  number 
of  people  is  important." 

Response  27:     Page  23,  paragraph  3,  the  first  sentence  has 
been  changed.     This  paragraph  was  intended  to  indicate 
some  of  the  major  organizations,  not  to  give  a  complete 
listing  of  all  groups  and  individuals.     No  data  are  available 
on  the  number  of  people  attending  the  meetings,  although 
it  is  well  recognized  that  the  attendance  was  very  large. 

Comment  28:     "Paragraph  5,  the  July  11  'meeting'  was  in  fact 
a  public  hearing,  or  a  Planning  Commission  meeting." 

Response  28:     Page  23,  paragraph  5,  the  first  sentence  has  been 
changed  to  refer  to  it  as  a  Planning  Commission  meeting. 

Comment  29:     "Paragraph  6,  what  was  the  Planning  Commission 
vote?" 

Response  29:     The  vote  was  five  in  favor,  none  opposed,  two 
absent . 

Comment  30:     "Last  paragraph  indicates  that  'There  is  strong 

evidence  that  the  existing  building  is  structurally  unsound...' 
Was  such  information  in  documented  form  presented  at  that 
meeting  and  if  so,  why  is  it  not  included?    Or  was  it 
just  Mr.  Marcus1   statement  as  in  paragraph  4?" 
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Response  30:     The  last  paragraph  on  page  23  is  a  quote  from 
the  Planning  Commission  Resolution  #7212  and  represents 
the  Commission's  conclusion  regarding  structural  soundness; 
it  is  not  a  statement  by  Mr.  Marcus. 

Comment  31:     "Page  24,  Paragraph  1,  what  else  did  City  Planning 
Commission  resolution  ask  of  sponsor  besides  working  with 
staff?    Would  inclusion  of  the  remainder  or  portions  of 
the  remainder  of  that  resolution  be  helpful  to  the  deci- 
sion makers?" 

Response  31;     The  following  quote  from  the  resolution  is  the 

only  other  request  made  of  the  sponsor  in  the  CPC  resolution: 

"...the  City  Planning  Commission  urges  the  developer  of 

the  site  to  develop  plans  in  consultation  with  the  Commission's 

staff,  and  to  take  appropriate  steps  to  preserve  the  rotunda 

skylight  on  the  former  City  of  Paris  building  for  re-use 

in  the  proposed  new  building." 

Comment  32:     "Paragraph  3,  please  detail  Board  of  Supervisors' 

hearings  as  to  what  took  place  each  time.     As  it  now  reads, 
it  sounds  as  though  the  matter  was  postponed  without  hearing 
each  time,  which  is  not  correct." 

Response  32:     Page  24,  third  full  paragraph,  the  first  sentence 
has  been  changed. 

Comment  33:     "How  is  letter  to  Supervisor  Feinstein  incorporated 
into  supervisors'  action?" 

Response  33:     The  letter  was  received  by  all  Board  members 

prior  to  the  12  November  vote.     The  extent  to  which  the 
letter  was  considered  by  each  supervisor  prior  to  the 
vote  is  unknown. 

Comment  34:     "Paragraph  4,  chronology  of  State  actions  is 
incomplete,  and  therefore  confusing." 

Response  34:     The  State  Historic  Preservation  office  submitted 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  (see  comments  398  to  412)  and 
did  not  indicate  that  any  information  about  dates  of  desig- 
nation was  inaccurate  or  missing.     See  page  24  for  the 
chronology  of  actions. 

Comment  35:     "Please  key  State  actions  to  those  at  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  as  they  are  appropr iate . . . This  section 
must  be  rewritten." 

Response  35:     On  page  24,  a  summary  of  the  chronology  of  events 
has  been  added  after  the  last  paragraph. 
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Comment  36;     "Page  50,  the  paragraph  in  response  to  Conservation 
Policy  5,  since  the  project  would  only  conform  to  this 
policy  through  conservation  of  the  rotunda  and  dome,  the 
work  'partially'   should  be  changed  to  'minimally'." 

Response  36:     The  use  of  the  word  "minimally"  is  inappropriate 
in  the  EIR  because  the  word  is  a  value  judgment.  The 
word  "partially"  is  not  quantitative.     It  does  not  imply 
that  the  retention  of  the  dome  and  Rotunda  within  the 
proposed  building  mitigates  the  loss  of  the  City  of  Paris 
building.     "Partially"  implies  a  certain  amount,  very 
small  or  small;   it  is  up  to  the  reader  to  form  his/her 
own  opinion  as  to  what  degree  the  retention  of  the  Rotunda 
partially  mitigates  the  loss  of  the  City  of  Paris  building. 

Comment  37;     "Page  54,  paragraph  2,   in  speaking  of  the  1906 

earthquake,  one  always  says  'and  fire,'   the  reason  being 

that  the  fire  is  considered  to  have  done  more  damage  than 
the  earthquake." 

Response  37:     Page  54,  paragraph  2,  the  first  sentence  has 
been  changed  to  include  fire.     Other  changes  have  been 
made  in  revisions  to  the  text. 

Comment  38:     "With  regard  to  the  sentence,    'The  collapse  of 
the  floors  was  triggered  by  the  failure  of  a  supporting 
column, '   it  is  important  for  the  Landmarks  Board  to  know 
the  source  consulted  by  the  cited  engineer." 

Response  38:     The  following  information  is  taken  from  a 

28  November  1978  letter  from  Robert  Preece,  President, 
Preece/Goudie  and  Associates,  to  Les  Robertson,  President, 
Skilling,  Helle,  Christiansen,  Robertson: 

"...Following  is  a  list  of  sources  and  quotations  relative 
to  the  cause  of  collapse  of  the  Spring  Valley  Water  Company 
Building . 

1.  'The  Effects  of  the  Earthquake  and  Fire  on  Various 
Structures  and  Structural  Materials,'  by  Richard  L.  Humphrey, 
1907.     U.S.  Government  Printing  Office.     U.S.  Geological 
Survey. 

2.  'The  Effects  of  the  Earthquake  and  Fire  on  Buildings,' 
by  John  S.  Sewell,  1907.  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office. 
U.S.  Geological  Survey. 

3.  'San  Francisco  Earthquake  and  Fire,  1906,'  by  A.L.A.  Himmil- 
wright,  printed  by  Roebling  Construction  Co.,  1906. 
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4.     Pacific  Fire  Rating  Bureau  Earthquake  Inspection  Report 
File  No.  211  by  O.W.  Crocker  in  1926,  Reinspected  by  E.G.  Zaker , 
1959. 

"Richard  L.  Humphrey  states  on  page  47  of  USGS  report 
that  'the  columns  in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  basement 
buckled  and  the  upper  stories  collapsed....' 

"John  S.  Sewell  reports  on  page  104  of  USGS  report  that 
'the  southeast  corner  had  totally  collapsed  —  apparently 
from  the  failure  of  the  basement  or  first-story  columns 
under  the  action  of  the  heat.1 

"A.L.A.  Himmilwright  states  on  page  60  of  the  Roebling 
report  that   'in  the  southeast  corner  of  the  building,  eight 
complete  bays  have  collapsed  and  fallen  from  the  roof 
to  the  basement.     In  the  basement  story,  one  column  is 
buckled,  the  heat  having  bulged  pipes  within  the  hollow 
tile  column  covering  and  forced  it  off....     The  diagonal 
vertical  braces  in  the  bays  of  the  light  court  are  badly 
bulged  and  distorted  by  the  heat.' 

"In  the  Pacific  Fire  Rating  Bureau  Report  on  page  (A) 
a  Mr.  H.M.  Walker   (presumably  of  P.J.  Walker  Construction 
Co.)   is  quoted  as  stating,    'After   (the)   fire,  damaged 
beams  due  to  fire  and  dynamite  were  replaced  and  also 
damaged  tile  arches  supporting  floor.     Floors  were  not 
level  due  to  dynamite  and  were  leveled  up  by  putting  a 
layer  of  concrete  over  old  floor....' 

"It  is  obvious,  from  reading  the  reports  that  none  involved 
eyewitness  accounts  of  the  condition  of  the  building  after 
the  earthquake  but  before  the  fire.     Since  the  Pacific 
Fire  Rating  Report  was  made  some  20  years  after  the  fire, 
by  construction  men  who  rebuilt  it,   it  has  less  credibility 
than  the  others.     The  Roebling  report  written  by  an  engineer 
who  was  very  much  interested  in  building  construction 
and  was  on  the  scene  shortly  after  the  fire  but  before 
reconstruction  had  begun  probably  has  the  most  credibility. 
It  makes  no  mention  of  dynamiting." 

See  also  Response  390. 

Comment  39:     "Further,  was  the  cause  of  the  collapse  due  to 
the  earthquake,  the  fire,  or  nearby  dynamiting?  This 
same  matter  comes  up  on  page  21,  and  more  importantly 
on  page  9  2." 

Response  39:     See  Response  38.     See  also  Response  390  for  a 

description  of  the  state  of  the  building  after  the  earth- 
quake . 
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Comment  40:     "Page  62,  the  section  with  the  small  letter  f, 

the  sponsor's  ability  to  load  and  unload  through  Security 
Pacific  Plaza  is  not  clear  here,  or  on  diagram  on  page  12. 
Further  clarification  of  this  situation  could  also  be 
provided  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page  22  which  deals 
with  acquisition  of  the  various  parcels." 

Response  40:     Figure  7  on  page  12  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised 
to  show  additional  detail  of  the  loading  dock  location. 

A  statement  has  been  added  after  the  third  sentence 
in  paragraph  3,  page  62  of  the  EIR,  to  provide  more 
information. 

See  also  page  22a  for  a  discussion  of  Carter  Hawley 

Hale  Stores,  Inc.  acquisition  of  the  City  of  Paris  building. 

Comment  41;     "Page  76,  Community  Concerns,   item  L,  the  Heritage 
Foundation  is  properly  known  as  The  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.     While  it  may  be  called 
a  preservation  group,   it  cannot  be  called  a  preservationist 
group.     However,   it  is  usually  referred  to  as  an  urban 
conservation  group  or  organization." 

Response  41:     Page  76,  Section  L,  second  paragraph,  the  first 
sentence  has  been  changed. 

Comment  42:     "Further,  the  City  of  Paris  is  not  just  mentioned 
in  'Here  Today.'     It  is  featured  in  the  main  body  of  the 
text.     See  photograph  on  page  90  and  text  on  page  91." 

Response  42:     Page  76,  Section  L,  second  paragraph,  the  second 
sentence  has  been  changed.     Footnote  5  on  page  76  has  also 
been  changed  to  reference  pages  90  and  91  of  Here  Today. 

Comment  43:     "Also,  only  four  community  groups  are  mentioned 

in  this  section  which  is  not  consistent  with  those  mentioned 
on  page  23.     Were  these  contacted  recently  as  part  of 
the  preparation  of  the  EIR?     If  so,  were  others  contacted 
as  well?    Why  or  why  not? 

"At  present,  with  a  brief  list  such  as  this,   it  appears 
that  others  are  not  concerned,  and  that  list  shows  little 
community  depth.     Also,  groups  cited  must  have  had  more 
to  say  than  these  simplistic  comments." 

Response  43:     Several  groups  were  contacted  during  preparation 
of  the  EIR  -  Heritage,   the  Citizens  Committee  to  Save 
the  City  of  Paris  Building,  SPUR  and  San  Francisco  Beautiful. 
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It  was  felt  that  these  organizations  represented  a  cross 
section  of  community  concerns  about  the  project.  The 
Citizens  Committee  in  particular  appeared  to  be  most  active 
in  addressing  the  alternative  of  adaptive  reuse  of  the 
building . 

The  community  groups  listed  on  pages  23,  76  and  77  are 
representative  community  groups.     The  EIR  does  not  intend 
to  imply  that  others  are  not  concerned.     The  groups  cited 
had  a  great  deal  more  to  say  than  what  is  included  in 
the  EIR  -  only  the  major  points  have  been  included. 

Comment  44:     "Page  79,  paragraph  2,  both  here  and  on 

page  92-93  reference  is  made  that  the  existing  building 
does  not  meet  the  sponsor's  merchandising  needs,  but  nowhere 
are  there  plans,  sections,  or  drawings  or  photographs 
of  the  interiors  of  the  existing  buildings  which  one  needs 
to  make  this  judgment. 

"Also,  there  is  no  conceptual  merchandising  plan  shown 
or  explained.     As  an  aid  to  decision  makers,  the  Landmarks 
Board  asks  for  additional  information  on  the  above  and 
the  sponsor's  modern  merchandising  schemes  and  needs." 

Response  44:     Information  on  this  subject  has  been  added  in  the 
revised  Section  B  of  the  Alternatives  Chapter. 

Comment  45:     "Paragraph  3,  please  expand  this  paragraph  and 

clarify  its  content.     Prior  to  the  removal  of  the  rotunda 
and  dome,   it  would  be  necessary  to  have  measured  drawings 
and  photogrammetr ics  in  order  to  assure  accurate  re-assemblage 
Further,   it  would  be  necessary  to  have  completed  these 
steps  at  least  four  weeks  prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  demo- 
lition permit  to  insure  adequacy.     This,  too,  should  be 
done  to  Historic  American  Building  Survey  Standards." 

Response  45:     See  Responses  1  and  4.     The  documentation  of 

the  Rotunda  and  dome  has  been  completed  and  exceeds  the 
standards  of  the  Historic  American  Building  Survey   (HABS) . 
The  documentation  of  the  building  based  on  the  HABS  stand- 
ards will  be  completed  by  15  January  1979. 

Comment  46:     "The  next  sentence  indicates  recording   'the  entire 
building  prior  to  demolition  using  HABS  standards.'  To 
alleviate  concern,   it  would  be  useful  to  briefly  document 
what  the  standards  are  and  any  deviation  from  the  norm 
that  is  expected." 

Response  46:     See  Response  4.     A  discussion  of  HABS  standards 
is  now  included  on  page  79. 
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Comment  47:       "Although  there  may  not  be  any  likelihood  of 

unearthing  items  important  to  historical  archaeology,  there 
is  always  a  possibility,  particularly  if  a  different  method 
of  construction  were  used  in  the  end.     Therefore,  we  request 
the  addition  of  the  standard  language  with  regard  to  Archaeology 
as  used  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review.     Such  language 
allows  for  work  stoppage  to  allow  evaluation  and  retrieval 
of  significant  artifacts." 

Response  47;     Information  has  been  added  on  page  49,  Section  A, 
and  to  Mitigation  Chapter,  page  79. 

Comment  48;     "Page  91,  paragraph  3,  add  that  there  would  be 
no  historic  or  architectural  loss." 


Response  48;     The  present  wording  of  this  paragraph  is  considered 
adequate . 

Comment  49:     "Paragraph  4,  the  Landmarks  Board  questions  the 
objectivity  of  this  statement  and  requests  the  source 
of  this  assessment.     The  Board  also  asks  what  kind  of 
financial  loss  is  contemplated  and  how  large,  and  why 
sponsor  thinks  this." 

Response  49:     On  page  91,  a  description  of  how  the  financial  loss 
to  the  sponsor  was  estimated  has  been  included. 

Comment  50;     "Page  92,  paragraph  2,  as  with  pages  21  and  54, 
we  feel  more  documentation  is  needed  here,  particularly 
as  it  must  seemingly  be  determined  if  the  existing  building 
really  is  a  remodeling  or  new  construction." 

Response  50:     Additional  structural  information  regarding  the 

City  of  Paris  has  been  developed  following  the  publication 
of  the  Draft  EIR.     See  Response  77. 

Comment  51;     "Mr.  Robert  Levy's  statements  are  not  entirely 
accurate  as  corrrespondence  shows." 

Response  51;     The  letter  from  Robert  Levy,  Superintendent, 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  to  Philip  Johnson,  dated 
30  January  1978,  states  that  when  more  than  30%  in  substan- 
tial structural  work  has  been  performed  on  an  entire  build- 
ing, then  Provision  104. F    of  the  Building  Code  is  applicable 
to  the  proposed  project. 


Section  104. F  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  reads: 
"Sec.  104. F  Lateral  Force  Design  Requirements.     The  provisions 
of  Sec.   2308  and  Sec.   2314. D  through  .H  shall  apply  to  the 
entire  building  or  structure.     It  shall  be  demonstrated  that 
the  entire  building  or  structure  is  capable  of  resisting  these 
forces  and  safeguarding  the  occupants  and  the  public.  " 
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The  revised  Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII)  includes 
a  discussion  of  the  structural  performance  of  the  City 
of  Paris  building,  and  includes  the  letter  of  30  January 
1978  from  Robert  Levy.     See  Response  63. 

Comment  52:     "Page  93 ,  paragraph  1,  Landmarks  Board  notes 

that  no  cost  figures  have  been  developed  for  the  retention 
alternative,  and  asks  why." 

Response  52:     Page  18,  Section  Ef  the  second  paragraph,  and 
Section  B,  pages  92  to  96,  have  been  revised. 

Comment  53:     "The  paragraph  regarding  the  structural  reports, 

since  there  have  been  a  number  of  these  structural  reports 
done  over  the  years,  we  wish  to  know  which  number  this 
one  is  and  where  it  falls  in  the  succession  of  documents. 

Response  53:     The  structural  report  quoted  on  page  93  is  refer- 
enced in  footnote  2  on  that  page  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The 
Alternatives  Chapter  has  been  revised   (see  Response  52) 
and  additional  information  regarding  structural  reports 
has  been  added. 

The  reports  of  structural  analyses  performed  on  the  City 
of  Paris  are  listed  in  the  Bibliography  (Chapter  XI)  and 
are  as  follows: 

Blume,  John  A.  (1974) 

Sexton,  Fitzgerald  &  Kaplan   (April  1974) 

Skilling,  Helle,  Christiansen,  Robertson   (July  1977) 

Toft  &  deNevres   (September  1977) 

A  structural  analysis  was  performed  on  the  City  of  Paris 
following  the  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR.     See  Response  77. 

Comment  54:     "The  second  paragraph  of  that  quote  regarding 

structure,  the  last  sentence,  Landmarks  Board  feels  that 
that  last  sentence  appears  to  be  subjective." 

Response  54:     The  sentence  referred  to  is  a  direct  quote  from 
the  Skilling,  Helle,  Christiansen,  Robertson  report  of 
20  July  1977.     The  reader  is  free  to  determine  the  degree 
of  objectivity  or  subjectivity  of  a  quoted  reference. 

Comment  55:  "...we  would  be  interested  to  know  what  expertise 
this  particular  firm  has  in  working  with  older  buildings, 
and  what  experience  it  has  in  California." 
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Response  55:     The  following  list  of  work  performed  by  Skilling, 
Helle ,  Christiansen,  Robertson,  Engineers  on  historic 
buildings  on  the  west  coast  has  been  provided  by  Mr.  Les 
Robertson: 

"1.  Capitol  Theater  —  Yakima,  Washington 

Following  a  major  fire,  this  project  included  a  complete 
replication  of  both  interiors  and  exteriors  to  near 
the  original  state. 

"2.   I.  Magnin  Department  Store  —  Seattle,  Washington 

A  building,  seriously  deficient  in  seismic  strength, 
was  upgraded  through  structural  remodeling  so  as  to 
allow  expansion  into  a  modern  department  store. 

"3.  Veterans  Hospitals  —  Roseburg,  Oregon  &  White  City, 
Oregon 

Following  an  extensive  seismic  evaluation  and  analysis 
of  existing  structures,   including  alternative  studies 
for  demolition  and  for  upgrading,  these  facilities 
were  remodeled  into  earthquake  resistant  construction. 

"4.  Nordstrom-Best  Department  Store  —  Seattle,  Washington 

The  project  included  one  full  block  of  buildings  con- 
structed near  the  turn  of  the  century.     To  achieve 
desired  seismic  resistance,  6  buildings  on  the  perimeter 
were  replicated  and  modernized  while  the  center  portion 
was  demolished  and  rebuilt. 

"5.  Opera  House  —  Seattle,  Washington 

By  converting  an  existing  armory  and  auditorium  into 
a  modern  3,000  seat  opera  house,  it  was  possible  to 
complete  construction  in  1-1/2  years.  Work  involved 
complete  interior  and  exterior  renovation,  extensive 
new  structural  systems  and  the  like  —  all  following 
nearly  complete  internal  demolition." 

Comment  56:     "Page  93  and  94,  with  regard  to  the  floor-to-ceiling 
heights,  Landmarks  Board  asks  why  the  existing  heights 
are  not  possible.     The  document  only  says  they  are  not." 

Response  56:     Page  94,  lines  1  to  7,  of  the  Draft  EIR,  describe 
the  reasons  for  the  floor-to-ceiling  height  requirements 
of  Neiman-Marcus .     Revisions  to  that  page  for  the  Final 
EIR  provide  more  information. 
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Comment  57;     "We  wonder  if  that  might  have  something  to  do 
with  Neiman-Marcus 1  merchandising  system,  but  we  would 
ask  that  that  be  clarified." 


Response  57;     The  floor-to-ceiling  heights  required  by  Neiman- 
Marcus  are  based  on  their  design  standards  for  merchandising. 
Further  discussion  is  provided  in  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter   (Chapter  VII) . 

Comment  58;  "Footnote  1  on  page  94,  the  Landmarks  Board  asks 
for  a  clarification  of  who  Mr.  Phil  Pitts  and  Mr.  George 
Cloyd  may  be." 

Response  58;     Mr.  Philip  Pitts  is  construction  manager  with 

Neiman-Marcus  and  Mr.  George  Cloyd  is  a  principal  in  the 
Dallas  firm  of  Magill-Cloyd  Engineers,  Inc.     Both  are 
referenced  on  page  104  of  the  text.     The  Alternatives 
Chapter  has  been  revised. 

Comment  59;     "Page  95,  paragraph  2,  the  last  sentence,  the 

Landmarks  Board  feels  that  this  sentence  is  not  objective." 

Response  59;     The  last  sentence  automatically  follows  if  the 
previous  sentence  is  true. 

Comment  60;     "Page  96-C,  alternative  locations,  a  number  of 

stores  indicated  in  that  paragraph  would  seem  to  us  to  be  no 
longer  available,  and  therefore  not  appropriately  included." 

Response  60;     Page  96,  Section  C,  the  fourth  sentence  has  been 
changed . 

Comment  61  ;     "And  page  97,  the  first  full  paragraph  under 

the  indentation,  we  feel  that  some  clarification  with  regard 
to  the  comprehensive  plan  is  necessary  with  regard  to  retail 
establishment  outside  of  the  downtown  area.     As  it  reads 
now  it  sounds  as  though  retail  establishments  out  of  the 
downtown  area  are  inappropriate,  and  we  really  don't  feel 
that  that  is  what  the  sentence  wants  to  say." 

Response  61  ;     The  referenced  text  on  page  97  is  correct. 
A  discussion  of  relevant  Objectives  and  Policies  of  the 
Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive 
Plan  has  been  added  to  the  Land  Use  Impacts  section  of 
the  EIR  text,  Chapter  IV,  C,  page  53.     These  policies 
indicate  that  locating  a  Neiman-Marcus  store  outside  of 
the  downtown  core  area  would  not  conform  to  the  Master 
Plan. 
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Comment  62:     "We  also  feel  that  the  last  sentence  of  the  next 

paragraph  on  that  page  could  be  considered  to  be  a  threaten- 
ing remark,  and  therefore  not  appropriate  to  EIR." 


Response  62:     The  statement  about  the  value  of  the  present 

site  being  affected  by  delays  was  not  intended  as  a  threaten- 
ing remark,  but  was  based  on  discussions  with  various 
people  in  the  retail  industry  and  real  estate  business. 
If  the  City  were  to  deny  the  Neiman-Marcus  application 
to  demolish  the  City  of  Paris  building  and  construct  a 
new  store,  other  potential  developers  could  be  reluctant 
to  acquire  the  property  if  they  felt  they  would  encounter 
difficulties  because  of  the  historic  nature  of  the  City 
of  Paris  building.     In  the  words  of  Richard  Morten,  Presi- 
dent of  the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce,   "It's  be- 
coming a  symbol  of  intransigence  or  delay  for  developers. 
It's  a  fairly  true  statement." 


6  December  1978  telephone  conversation  with  Richard  Morten. 

Comment  63:     "On  page  98,  paragraph  3,  just  above  Item  E, 
Landmarks  Board  suggests  that  the  entire  building  could 
be  rented  as  a  whole,  and  that  is  not  mentioned." 

Response  63:     On  page  98,  the  last  two  paragraphs  of  Section  D 
have  been  expanded  to  discuss  this  alternative. 

Comment  64:     "With  regard  to  the  organizations  and  person  con- 
tacted, we  note  that  there  are  within  our  field  the  same 
organizations  being  referred  to  in  different  titles  as 
to  some  are  preservation  and  some  are  historical  and  some 
are  community  concerns  and  some  are  historic  preservation. 
And  we  ask  for  consideration  of  condensing  these  into 
suitable  headings." 

Response  64:     The  subject  headings  are  general  and  are  considered 
adequate  for  the  EIR. 

Comment  65:     "On  page  106,  Distribution  List,   it  should  be 
noted  that  Mr.  James  Ream  in  no  longer  a  member  of  the 
Landmarks  Board.     He  has  been  replaced  by  Mr.  McGrew. 
Mrs.  de  Losada's  name  is  spelled  incor rectly . . . And  then 
we  have  another  new  Landmarks  member  who  has  reviewed 
this  document,  and  that  would  be  Mr.  Philip  Choy." 

Response  65:     Page  106  has  been  changed  to  correct  spelling 
of  Landmarks  Board  members'  names. 
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Mr.  Hisashi  Bill  Sugayay  Director  of  the  Western  Regional  Office, 


National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation 


Comment  66:     "The  employment  figures  are  presented  in  several 
places  in  the  Report  for  both  construction  and  permanent 
jobs  resulting  from  the  proposed  new  building.     We  don't 
question  those.     However,  there  is  no  mention  in  the  report 
of  employment  figures  for  an  alternative  involving  rehabili- 
tation.    We  assume  that  in  this  instance  in  all  likelihood 
the  permanent  jobs  would  remain  the  same  or  somewhat  similar. 
However,   in  terms  of  rehabilitation  alternatives,  I  would 
like  to  quote  briefly  from  a  report  that  was  prepared 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  which  says  that: 

'Rehabilitation  projects  are  as  high  as  75  percent  labor 
intensive,  compared  to  50  percent  for  new  construction 
projects.     For  funds  that  are  spent  in  a  local  economy, 
a  higher  percentage  of  funds  remain  as  a  stimulant  in 
that  locality  from  projects  that  are  labor-intensive. 
The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  analyzed 
projects  funded  under  the  Economic  Development  Act  and 
found  that  demolition  and  new  construction  yielded  an 
average  of  70  jobs  per  one  million  dollars  expended,  while 
renovation,   including  historic  preservation  created  109  jobs 
per  million  dollars. 1 

"This  report  also  goes  on  to  state  some  other  instances 
demonstrating  the  labor  intensity  of  rehabilitation. 

"The  EIR  should  attempt  to  provide  employment  figures 
for  the  alternatives  involving  rehabilitation  of  the  exist- 
ing building  to  present  a  fair  picture  of  what  the  impacts 
will  be  on  employment  in  San  Francisco." 

Response  66:     Employment  estimates  during  the  construction 

of  the  considered  alternatives  have  been  included  in  the 
revised  Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII) .     During  opera- 
tion of  any  of  the  alternatives  the  employment  numbers 
are  assumed  to  closely  approximate  those  for  the  proposed 
project. 

Comment  67:     "Under  Urban  Design,  the  EIR  presents  a  very  good 
analysis  of  the  negative  urban  design  aspects  of  the  new 
proposal  and  the  positive  character  of  the  existing  City 
of  Paris  building.     It  must  be  agreed  that  the  EIR  statement 
which  says:     'Union  Square  is  unique  among  San  Francisco's 
urban  spaces  serving  as  both  a  park  and  the  focus  of  San 
Francisco's  downtown  retail  activity.1   is    of  primary  impor- 
tance along  with  the  importance  of  the  City  of  Paris  itself." 

Response  67:     No  response. 
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Comment  68;     "The  Environmental  Impact  Report  further  states: 
1  In  the  opinion  of  many  planners  and  architects,  it  is 
important  to  avoid  the  erosion  in  the  visual  definition 
of  urban  spaces  such  as  Union  Square,  caused  by  newer, 
plainer  building  styles  and  the  failure  of  more  recent 
designers  to  use  techniques  which  define  urban  space.' 

"And  I  think  in  many  spaces  in  the  analysis  of  urban  design 
and  other  policies  that  are  contained  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  that  those  two  statements  are  substantiated. 
There  is  an  incremental  erosion  in  Union  Square." 

Response  68:     The  Urban  Design  Setting  section,    (Chapter  IV, B.) 
has  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIR,  and  the  quoted  paragraph 
has  been  deleted. 

Comment  69:     "...the  Environmental  Impact  Report  discusses 

the  importance  of  the  corner  buildings  around  Union  Square 
because  of  the  diagonal  crossways  cutting  through  from 
corner  to  corner.     We  would  like  to  emphasize  that  diagonal 
walks  or  no,  corner  buildings  are  important  because  they 
form  a  terminus  to  the  square  itself  and  define  the  end 
of  adjacent  blocks  fronting  on  the  space.     As  a  definer 
of  space  the  corners  need  to  present  a  strong  image,  not 
a  transparent  one  which  allows  the  square  to  dribble  off 
into  a  building  through  the  use  of  excess  glass  walls. 

"Union  Square  as  a  space  needs  to  be  strengthened,  not 
weakened.   ...  The  activity  within  the  square  and  its  sur- 
rounding walkways  is  what  is  important  and  the  elements 
defining  it  as  an  exciting  space  should  focus  activity 
back  onto  it,  not  to  set  themselves  up  as  being  important. 
The  present  City  of  Paris  building  performs  admirably 
in  this  respect  and  I  think  that  should  be  now  mentioned 
in  the  report  also." 

Response  69:     This  comment  expresses  an  opinion  regarding  the 
proposed  project.     An  EIR  is  an  informational  document 
which  may  not  express  subjective  opinions  for  or  against 
a  project. 

Comment  70:     "Some  other  specifics,  the  diagonal  checkerboard 

pattern  is  described  as  traditional.     We  would  ask,  tradi- 
tional in  what  sense?     I  do  not  believe  that  there  is 
precedent  in  San  Francisco,  California,   in  the  West  or 
for  that  matter  even  in  the  nation  for  defining  this  pattern 
as  traditional." 

Response  70:     The  project  architect  used  the  word  "traditional" 
in  describing  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  based 
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on  its  similarity  to  building  ornamentation  used  in  Roman 

and  Renaissance  times.     For  further  discussion  of  the  architect's 

building  design  process,  see  revised  Chapters  VII  and  IV. B. 

Comment  71;     "The  proposed  colors  are  in  conflict  with  the 

environment  and  are  more  damaging  in  this  instance  because 
they  are  permanent.     This  is  not  a  paint  job.     These  are 
the  actual  colors  of  the  facade  itself  and  probably  will 
not  be  changed  in  future  years.     So  it  is  very  important 
to  note  that." 

Response  71:     The  description  of  the  colored  diamond  pattern 

that  would  constitute  the  facade  of  the  proposed  building 
has  been  changed  on  page  7,  as  the  description  as  pale 
pink  and  brownish  red  could  present  an  impression  of  a 
contrast  in  colors  greater  than  what  has  actually  been 
proposed.  It  is  correct  that  the  color  and  pattern  of 
the  facade  would  not  be  subject  to  change  once  installed. 

Comment  72;     "We  take  very  strong  exception  to  the  statement 
that  the  incorporation  of  the  existing  City  of  Paris 
building's  rotunda  and  art  glass  dome  partially  mitigates 
the  loss  of  the  building.     The  City  of  Paris  building 
is  a  totality.     It's  importance,  both  regionally  and  nation- 
ally derives  from  the  relationship  of  the  rotunda  to  the 
dome,  the  rotunda's  relationship  to  the  existing  interior, 
and  the  classically  detailed  facade  and  its  relationship 
to  existing  interior  spaces." 

Response  72;     See  Response  36. 

Comment  73:     "...The  dome  serves  as  the  primary  source  of 

light  to  the  interior  of  the  existing  store.     This  isn't 
acknowledged  in  the  report.     This  function  will  be  de- 
stroyed in  the  new  design  where  the  primary  source  of  light 
in  the  reconstructed  rotunda  and  dome  will  be  the  glass 
walls  of  the  rotunda.     This  arrangement  will  totally  change 
the  function  of  the  dome.     The  amount  of  light  entering 
through  the  dome  will  be  insignificant  to  the  light  stream- 
ing in  through  the  sides  of  the  rotunda.     The  present 
setting  for  the  dome  accounts  for  its  beauty  as  the  visual 
focus  of  the  interior.     With  its  intended  reconstruction 
that  focus  and  beauty  will  be  lost  forever." 

Response  73:     The  existing  dome  is  the  primary  source  of  natural 
light  to  the  interior  of  the  City  of  Paris  building;  in 
the  proposed  corner  location  the  dome  would  not  serve 
this  function,  as  noted  on  page  50  of  the  EIR.     The  quality 
of  light  admitted  from  the  new  glass-walled  corner  and 
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the  relocated  dome  would  be  different  from  that  presently 
admitted  by  the  dome  plus  the  upper  story  windows  in  the 
City  of  Paris  building.     Although  the  Rotunda  would  not 
be  in  the  center  of  the  building,  the  beauty  of  its  features 
would  not  be  lost. 

Comment  74;     "A  dome  and  rotunda  are  properly  part  of  the  interior 
of  a  building  and  as  demonstrated  in  the  City  of  Paris, 
work  admirably  well,  especially  when  integrated  as  part 
of  a  total  design  concept." 

Response  74:     Although  a  dome  and  rotunda  may  usually  be  part 
of  the  interior  of  a  building,  that  is  not  the  same  as 
to  say  they  are  "properly"  part  of  the  interior. 

Comment  75:     "The  conclusion  in  the  EIR  that  the  proposal 

is  less  effective  than  the  existing  structure  in  addressing 
the  urban  design  and  other  policies  is  weak  at  best  and 
needs  to  be  modified  reflecting  more  of  what  is  contained 
in  the  EIR  regarding  the  detrimental  aspects  of  the  new 
proposal  and  the  relative  ease  in  which  the  City  of  Paris 
meets  the  same  criteria." 

Response  75:     The  subject  portion  of  the  EIR  has  been  revised. 
See  Response  273. 

Comment  76:     "The  alternatives  were  difficult  to  deal  with, 

mainly  because  there  was  a  lack  of  information  upon  which 
we  could  base  our  comments." 

Response  76:     The  Alternatives  Chapter  has  been  expanded. 
See  Response  52. 

Comment  77:     "...we  believe  that  at  this  point  through  the 

representation  of  the  Environmental  Impact  report,  anyway, 
that  no  definitive  analysis  has  been  done  to  date  which 
clearly  established  the  inf easibility  of  rehabilitation 
of  the  City  of  Paris  structure." 

Response  77:     A  structural  evaluation  of  the  City  of  Paris 
building  was  performed  by  Testing  Engineers,  Inc.,  San 
Francisco.     The  investigation  included  coring  of  walls 
and  floors  which  were  subsequently  laboratory  tested 
for  mechanical  properties.     The  results  of  the  investigation 
are  presented  in  a  report  of  14  November,  1978  to  Johnson/ 
Burgee,  Architects,  from  Joseph  Nicoletti,  Senior  Vice 
President  and  Chief  Engineer,  URS/John  A.  Blume  &  Associates, 
Engineers;  F.  Robert  Preece,  President,  Preece/Goudie 
&  Associates;  and  Leslie  Robertson,  Managing  Partner  and 
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President,  Skilling,  Helle,  Christiansen,  Robertson. 

The  conclusions  arrived  at  regarding  the  structural  stability 

of  the  City  of  Paris  building  read  as  follows: 

"The  testing  and  observations  accomplished  with  this 
report  corroborate  the  findings  of  earlier  reports  as 
follows: 

1.  The  general  configuration  of  the  building  produces 
a  lack  of  symmetry  of  earthquake-resisting  elements 
and  drastic  discontinuities  of  mass  and  stiffness 
which  invite  structural  failure. 

2.  A  heavy,  brittle,  and  weak  floor  and  ceiling  system 
which  contributes  greatly  to  the  mass  to  be  braced 
without  contributing  significant  strength  to  resist 
the  earthquake  forces. 

3.  A  heavy,  brittle,  unreinforced  wall  system  which 
is  the  first  line  of  defense  in  an  earthquake, 
and  which  could  fail  in  a  sudden  and  precipitous 
manner . 

4.  A  steel  frame  which  will  resist  earthquake  forces 
only  after  failure  of  the  unreinforced  brick 
walls  and  then  only  to  an  insignificant  degree. 

5.  The  clear  presence  of  falling  hazards  such  as 
hollow  tile  ceilings  and  partitions,  terra  cotta 
ornamentation  and  unreinforced  brick  parapets. 

"It  is  our  considered  engineering  judgment  that  the 
City  of  Paris  building  has  no  acceptable  system  of 
earthquake  resistance.     If  the  building  is  to  be  re- 
occupied,  we  recommend  that  it  first  be  rehabilitated 
and  strengthened  to  meet  present  San  Francisco  seismic 
Code  requirements.     Attention  should  be  invited  to 
the  fact  that  the  existing  structural  elements  (e.g., 
unreinforced  brick  walls,  non-moment  resisting  frames, 
etc.)   do  not  conform  with  current  Code  requirements 
and  must  be  supplemented  with  conforming  structural 
elements  in  any  rehabilitation." 

The  information  in  the  above-cited  letter  and  accompanying 
report  has  been  used  in  the  discussion  of  reuse  of  the 
existing  City  of  Paris  building  in  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter.     A  copy  of  the  entire  report  is  available 
for  review  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
Office  of  Environmental  Review. 
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Comment  78:     "...there  are  a  series  of  engineering  reports 

that  are  referred  to  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
That  includes  the  February  1974  structural  report  by  Sexton, 
Fitzgerald  and  Kaplan  and  the  April  1974  report  by  the 
same  firm. . . 


"I  would  like  to  point  out 
done  by  the  same  firm  with 
the  conclusions  are  vastly 


that  in  the  first  two  reports 
essentially  the  same  information 
different. " 


Response  78;     Nowhere  in  the  EIR  is  the  Preliminary  February 
report  by  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  and  Kaplan  referenced.  See 
Comment  172. 


Comment  79:     "The  second  conclusion  or  observation  that  we 
have  made  from  Mr.  Marcus'  statement  regarding  the  use 
of  the  existing  store  is  his  statement  that  'When  we  pur- 
chased this  location  we  were  under  the  impression  that 
we  were  going  to  be  able  to  retain  the  original  building,1 
and  that  it  was  the  structural  problems  which  forced  recon- 
sideration of  that.     Were  there,  then,  other  considerations 
later  upon  which  the  decision  not  to  use  the  existing 
building  were  based  and  what  are  they? 


"The  EIR  sets  forth  more  than  once  that  other  design  stan- 
dards had  to  be  met  such  as  location  and  visibility  of 
merchandise,  required  Neiman  Marcus  department  layout, 
etcetera. " 


Response  79:     As  documented  in  the  EIR  page  92,  merchandising 
considerations  as  well  as  concern  over  the  structural 
stability  of  the  existing  building  led  Neiman-Marcus  to 
the  decision  not  to  reuse  the  existing  building.  See 
also  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter  regarding  Neiman- 
Marcus  merchandising  philosophy  and  design  criteria. 


Comment  80:     "...There  are  many  examples  that  could  have  been 

used  in  the  alternatives  considered  under  the  alternatives 
that  demonstrate  that  indeed  the  City  of  Paris  building 
could  have  been  re-used.     Some  examples  of  that  in  most 
recent  times  here  in  San  Francisco  are,  of  course,  Ghirar- 
delli  Square,  the  Cannery,  Faneuil  Hall  Marketplace  in 
Boston. . . " 


Response  80:     Ghirardelli  Square  is  a  complex  of  buildings, 

formerly  constituting  the  Ghirardelli  factory,  occupying 
an  entire  block  on  San  Francisco's  northern  waterfront. 
This  is  in  contrast  to  the  smaller  dimensions  of  the  City 
of  Paris  building,  which  is  constructed  on  a  plot  138  feet 
square . 
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The  factory  buildings  were  used  as  a  framework  in  which 
to  insert  a  variety  of  small  retail  rental  spaces  and 
restaurants.     In  the  process,  much  of  the  interior  was 
gutted  and  rearranged.     The  entire  northeast  section  of 
the  property,  except  for  an  office  block,  was  demolished 
to  accommodate  a  parking  garage  topped  by  new  shops  and 
restaurants  designed  in  a  contemporary  architectural  style. 
The  north  face  of  the  Mustard  block  was  redesigned  with 
tiers  of  open  galleries.     Interiors,  where  remaining, 
were  deliberately  stripped  to  reveal  the  picturesque 
structure.     Seismic  bracing,  where  required,   is  deliberately 
exposed.     The  adjacent  Woolen  Mill  was  gutted  and  a  theater 
inserted  into  its  lower  shell.     In  summary,  what  is  seen 
today  is  a  free  interpretation  of  the  original  factory 
buildings,  using  chosen  surviving  parts  to  produce  an 
atmosphere.     It  is  not  a  comparative  rehabilitation  in 
the  sense  being  applied  in  the  case  of  the  City  of  Paris 
building . 

The  Cannery  consists  of  a  complex  of  shops  and  restaurants 
on  the  site  occupied  by  the  historic  Del  Monte  Cannery. 
To  convert  the  site  to  its  present  use,  the  old  building 
was  demolished  except  for  portions  of  two  exterior  walls. 
Two  new,  three-story-plus-mezzanine  buildings  were  built 
within  the  remaining  walls.     Hence,  the  project  is  not 
strictly  a  rehabilitation.     The  new  complex  has  134,986 
gross  square  feet  area  and  cost  $7,750,000  for  the  shell 
only  in  1967   ($55  a  square  foot  then,  $110  a  square  foot 
now) .     In  square  footage,   it  is  comparable  to  the 
City  of  Paris  store  building.     In  its  use  of  certain  motifs 
from  the  original  building  to  provide  a  reminiscent  atmo- 
sphere to  the  new,  the  Cannery  could  be  considered  comparable 
to  the  proposal  of  Neiman-Marcus  for  reuse  of  the  old 
Rotunda  in  the  new  store. 

Faneuil  Hall  Marketplace,  Boston  consists  of  the  old  Quincy 
Market   (1824)   adjacent  to  Faneuil  Hall  and  two  four-story 
blocks  of  buildings  on  either  side  of  the  market.  Structur- 
ally, the  buildings  were  mostly  gutted  and  new  structures 
built  inside  the  original  walls,  which  still  existed. 
New  glazed  arcades  were  built  on  either  side  of  the  Quincy 
Market  building  to  increase  rentable  floor  space  and  to 
provide  a  link  with  the  outdoor  mall  spaces  between  buildings. 
Only  their  ground  floors  and  the  two  floors  of  the  Quincy 
building  are  rented  as  retail  space.     The  character  of 
the  retail  operation  is  small  specialty  shops  and  restaurants. 
There  is  no  major  tenant.     The  total  gross  area  of  300,000 
square  feet  should  be  compared  with  the  130,000  square 
feet  in  the  City  of  Paris  building.     Larger  projects  offer 
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a  developer  a  more  economic  improvement  package.  The 
Faneuil  Hall  project  has  avoided  the  problem  of  vertical 
circulation  by  confining  retail  space  to  the  lower  levels. 

The  project  was  sponsored  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Agency  and  developed  by  the  Rouse  Company.     About  one 
third  of  the  construction  cost  of  $30,000,000  is  public 
subsidized.     The  cost  of  rehabilitating  the  space  came 
to  $65-$75  a  square  foot.     Some  of  the  retail  space  cost 
as  much  as  $100  per  square  foot  to  renovate.     As  stated 
in  Architectural  Record,  December  1977,   "without  the  public 
subsidy,  the  rents  would  have  been  out  of  sight." 

Comment  81:     "...I  just  came  back  from  Chicago  and  there  the 

Carson  Pirie  Scott  store  on  State  Street  is  being  renovated, 
and  just  to  read  a  short  statement  from  the  Chicago  Tribune 
which  is  dated  July  30th  of  this  year,   it  says: 

'You  have  to  hand  it  to  Carson  Pirie  Scott  &  Company  for 
going  first  class.     Carson's  State  Street  store  designed 
by  Louis  Sullivan  is  one  of  the  most  famous  works  of  commercial 
architecture  in  the  world.     When  store  officials  decided 
to  renovate  the  elegant  structure,  they  had  three  basic 
options:  a  routine  patch  job,  a  hokey  modernization,  or 
restoration  sensitive  to  every  nuance  of  the  building's 
original  appearance. 

'They  chose  the  third  course,  and  for  this,  they  deserve 
the  thanks  of  everyone  who  cares  about  Chicago's  archi- 
tectural heritage. 

'Carson's  officials  say  they  have  no  way  of  knowing  exactly 
how  much  all  of  this  will  cost,  but  it  obviously  will 
be  very  expensive. 

'The  investment  will  yield  no  flashy  visual  payoff.  Many 
State  Street  shoppers,  perhaps,  scarcely  will  notice  the 
results  of  the  restoration  effort. 

"But  you  must  remember  that  this  is  no  mere  retailing 
stunt.     This  is  the  owner  of  one  of  Chicago's  finest  build- 
ings doing  what  must  be  done  —  and  damn  the  cost. 

'That ' s  class. 1 

"We  would  hope  that  Neiman-Marcus  will  have  a  similar 
perspective  regarding  its  store  and  the  retention  of  the 
City  of  Paris  would  indeed  be  going  first  class  in  San 
Francisco. 
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"The  alternative  for  re-use  of  the  existing  building  needs 
to  be  more  fully  explored  and  we  hope  that  expanded  treat- 
ment will  be  given  to  these  alternatives  in  the  final 
EIR. " 

Resonse  81;     The  Carson  Pirie  Scott  Store/  Chicago,  was  built 

in  increments  between  1899  and  1906.     It  contains  approxi- 
mately 500,000  square  feet  gross  area.     The  State  Street 
frontage  is  12  stories  high,  the  Madison  Street  wing  9 
stories.     This  compares  with  six  floors  plus  basement 
and  a  gross  area  of  130,000  square  feet  in  the  City  of 
Paris  building. 

The  entire  Carson  Store  building  was  designed  to  be  used 

as  a  department  store.     In  contrast,  the  top  2  floors 

of  the  former  City  of  Paris  building  were  originally  offices. 

The  Chicago  climate  requires  elaborate  heating  and  ventilating 
measures  for  large  buildings.     These  were  built  into  the 
Carson  building  as  part  of  the  original  structure.  The 
City  of  Paris  building  was  built  to  the  standards  prevailing 
in  the  more  temperate  climate  of  California.     Hence,  pro- 
visions for  heating  and  ventilating  in  the  City  of  Paris 
store  building  are  minimal  and  the  addition  of  modern 
systems  is  more  difficult. 

The  Carson  Pirie  Scott  Store  is  officially  on  the  register 
of  the  Chicago  Landmarks  Board.     Equivalent  status  was 
not  granted  the  City  of  Paris  building. 

Note  that  the  Alternatives  Chapter  of  the  EIR  has  been 
expanded.     See  Response  52. 

Comment  82;     "A  glaring  omission  from  the  EIR  is  the  very  treat- 
ment of  the  existing  structure  in  a  reasonable  fashion. 

Most  of  the  report  is  geared  toward  analyzing  the  new 

design  for  a  replacement  building. 

"This  is,  however,  not  the  complete  proposal  for  it  also 
involves  demolition  of  an  existing  building  of  importance 
to  the  community.     The  impact  of  this  latter  action  is 
poorly  addressed  if  addressed  at  all." 

Response  82;     The  most  recent  guidelines  to  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  state  that  an  EIR  should  not 
supply  extensive  detail  beyond  that  needed  for  evaluation 
and  review  of  the  environmental  impact.       The  EIR  has 
been  prepared  in  conformance  with  this  principle.  See 


State  EIR  guidelines,  California  Administrative  Code, 
Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3,  Section  15141. 
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page  18,  paragraph  1,  page  49,  paragraph  1,  page  50,  para- 
graph 1,  page  53,  paragraph  2,  page  79,  paragraph  3  and 
page  89,  paragraph  1  for  mention  of  demolition  of  the 
City  of  Paris  building. 

Comment  83;     "...the  EIR  does  not  present  adequately  and  in 

enough  detail  the  alternatives  to  the  proposal.     The  very 
premise  of  an  environmental  impact  report  is  that  alterna- 
tives do  exist  to  any  proposed  action  and  those  should 
be  presented  with  enough  information  for  decision  makers 
to  make  well-informed  judgments. 

"The  treatment  of  alternatives  takes  up  all  of  nine  pages 
out  of  a  total  of  101  pages  in  the  entire  report  and  at 
that  attempts  to  cover  six  alternatives  within  those  pages. 
We  feel  this  is  totally  inadequate." 

Response  83;     The  Alternatives  Chapter  of  the  EIR  has  been 
expanded.     See  Response  52. 


Mr.  Robert  Berner,  Executive  Director,  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 

Comment  84;     "With  respect  to  Chapter  3,  Environmental  Setting, 
sections  on  Site  History  and  Urban  Design; 

"Although  the  sections  on  Site  History  and  Urban  Design 

are  not  incorrect,  they  are  very  incomplete  in  describing 

the  historical  and  architectural  setting  of  the  City  of 

Paris  building  and  inadequate  in  providing  information 

concerning  the  building's  relative  value  and  importance 

in  the  history  of  San  Francisco  and  to  the  city's  environment 

today. 

"We  have  been  provided  with  written  comments,  information 
that  was  prepared  by  the  professional  consultant  which 
(sic)   has  been  engaged  by  Heritage  to  prepare  a  comprehensive 
historical  and  architectural  inventory  of  San  Francisco's 
downtown.     That  information  we  would  hope  would  provide 
additional  information  relative  to  the  environmental 
review  of  the  project  which  would  be  incorporated  in  the 
final  draft  of  the  EIR." 

Response  84;     Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  On 

page  21,  after  the  second  paragraph,  a  new  paragraph  has 
been  added  including  a  discussion  of  the  architect,  Clinton 
Day,  who  designed  the  City  of  Paris  building  constructed 
in  1893.     See  Response  16. 
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Additional  information  is  provided  on  page  21,  the  first 
sentence  in  the  third  paragraph  and  on  page  22,  the  third 
sentence  in  the  first  full  paragraph.      (See  also  Response  38) . 

Additional  changes  have  been  made  in  the  Site  History 
section   (Chapter  III. A).     Please  see  Responses  3,  15,  17, 
20,   21,   22,   26,   27,   30,   31,   32  and  38. 

Comment  85;     "...An  architectural  history  prepared  by  Mr.  Delehanty, 
...which  contains  additional  information..." 

Response  85:     Page  21,  footnote  1,  has  been  changed. See  Response  16. 

Comment  86;     "Chapter  4,  Environmental  Impacts,  the  history 
section.     The  statement  that  the  historical  environment 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  is  the  demolition  of  a 
building  which  is  a  state  landmark  and  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  is  inadequate.     The  City  of 
Paris  building  possesses  the  following  qualities,  along 
with  others,  which  would  be  lost  with  its  demolition: 

"It  was  built  for  one  of  the  most  powerful  and  important 
private  corporations  at  the  turn  of  the  century,  the  Spring 
Valley  Water  Company.     It  was  the  longtime  home  of  a  Gold 
Rush  Era  Company  which  played  an  important  role  in  the 
city's  commercial  life  for  over  100  years,  and  is  one 
of  a  very  few  remaining  buildings  having  a  direct  line 
with  the  California  Gold  Rush." 

Response  86:     The  text  of  the  historical  impacts  section 

(Chapter  IV. A,  page  49)   has  been  changed  to  supply  more 
information. 

The  information  on  the  Tax  Reform  Act  on  page  49  in  the 
Draft  EIR  has  been  moved  to  the  Economic  Impacts  section. 

Comment  87:     "It  is  the  finest  surviving  work  of  one  of  the 
most  important  and  influential  commercial  architects  in 
San  Francisco  in  the  years  before  1906,  Clinton  Day." 

Response  87:     No  response. 

Comment  88:     "It  is  an  outstanding  work  in  the  1909  re-design 
of  a  master  San  Francisco  architect,  Arthur  Brown,  Jr. 

"It  is  one  of  the  few,  some  say  17,  downtown  buildings 
that  survived  the  earthquake  and  fire. 

"It  was  one  of  the  earliest  steel  frame  buildings  in  the 
city  and  the  first  to  employ  the  curtain  wall,  a  major 
step  in  the  evolution  of  modern  construction,  and  the 
same  method  of  construction  used  in  skyscrapers  today." 
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Response  88;  We  concur  that  the  City  of  Paris  building  was 
one  of  the  earliest  steel  frame  buildings  in  the  City, 
and  one  of  the  first  ones  to  employ  a  curtain  wall. 

Comment  89:     "It  was  one  of  the  first  buildings  in  San  Fran- 
cisco to  manifest  the  influence  of  the  Ecole  des  Beaux 
Arts  School  of  architecture  which  would  dominate  world 
architecture  until  1930  and  under  whose  influence  the 
entire  downtown  would  rebuild." 

Response  89;     The  text  of  the  Urban  Design  setting  section 

including  the  portion  on  the  City  of  Paris  building  has 
been  revised. 

Comment  90:     "The  first  modern  building  on  Union  Square,  and 

it  set  the  style  and  scale  for  the  rebuilding  of  the  shop- 
ping district  in  what  became  a  uniquely  coherent  architec- 
tural zone." 

Response  90:     See  Figure  13a  for  relationship  to  other  buildings 
on  Union  Square  prior  to  the  earthquake  and  fire. 

Comment  91:     "As  the  home  of  the  City's  Christmas  tree,  the 

building  has  been  a  unique  and  enormously  important  part 
of  the  tradition  of  the  City  for  four  generations." 

Response  91;  Agreed. 

Comment  92;     "The  building  contains  one  of  the  three  greatest 
interior  architectural  spaces  in  San  Francisco,  among 
the  greatest  in  the  nation,  and  in  its  interior  details 
represents  levels  of  craftmanship  which  no  longer  exist 
and  cannot  be  replicated." 

Response  92:     No  response. 

Comment  93:     "In  addition  to  the  tax  incentives  and  disincentives 
provided  in  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976  which  are  applicable 
to  the  City  of  Paris  building,  the  tax  bill  recently  signed 
into  law  by  President  Carter  included  a  provision  which 
extends  the  10  percent  investment  tax  credit  to  expenditures 
for  rehabilitation  of  buildings  over  20  years  old.  This 
is  an  extremely  significant  potential  cost  savings. 

Response  93;     On  page  75,  after  the  first  paragraph,  information 
on  rehabilitation  tax  incentives  has  been  added. 

Comment  94;     "Even  though  the  project  sponsor  may  consider 

the  tax  effects  of  these  provisions  minimal,  their  estimated 
amounts  should  be  disclosed  so  that  an  independent  judgment 
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may  be  made  of  their  relative  magnitude,  particularly 
since  other  costs,  such  as  those  associated  with  structural 
upgrading  are  considered  significant.     We  should  be  able 
to  relate  such  costs  when  alternatives  are  being  compared." 

Response  94;     The  project  sponsor  had  considered  the  tax  effects 
minimal  because  it  had  concluded  that  the  present  value 
of  the  tax  disincentives  would  be  approximately  one-half 
million  dollars.     Neiman-Marcus  normally  would  take  accel- 
erated depreciation  on  a  150%  declining  basis  over  a  33  year 
period.     Under  the  tax  disincentives  they  would  be  required 
to  take  100%  straight-line  depreciation  over  the  33  year 
life,  and  accountants  have  estimated  that  the  present 
worth  of  the  difference  between  straight  line  and  accelerated 
depreciation  would  be  less  than  $300,000. 

In  addition,  the  tax  disincentives  would  require  that 
the  remaining  tax  basis  in  the  property  and  the  cost  of 
demolition  be  added  to  land  cost  and  not  depreciated. 
The  present  tax  base  value  of  the  improvements  is  slightly 
in  excess  of  $200,000. 

Comment  95:     "In  the  section  Urban  Design  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report:     the  discussion  of  the  urban  design  impacts 
of  the  proposed  project  is  all  right  as  far  as  it  goes, 
but  should  not  be  limited  to  Urban  Design  Plan  policies 
which  artificially  limits  the  scope  of  the  discussion. 
The  quintessential  urban  design  effect  of  the  replacement 
of  the  City  of  Paris  building  with  the  proposed  building 
is  that  an  architectural  environment  which  represents 
the  epitomy  of  urban  design,  the  tradition  of  the  Ecole 
des  Beaux  Arts,  will  lose  its  cornerstone  to  a  building 
whose  design  ignores  all  of  the  principles  of  urban  design. 
This  is  not  to  say  that  the  design  isn't  original  and 
creative,  but  it  doesn't  belong  at  the  corner  of  Geary 
and  Stockton  Streets  on  Union  Square,  or  perhaps  anywhere 
in  San  Francisco.     The  City  of  Paris  building  does  belong 
there  and  here." 

Response  95:     This  is  a  statement  of  opinion  on  the  project 
rather  than  a  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR.  It 
is  not  the  function  of  an  EIR  to  discuss  the  appropriate- 
ness of  a  project,  but  rather  to  explain  the  impacts  of 


7  December  1978  letter  from  John  Caldecott,  Carter  Hawley 
Hale,   to  Russell  Faure-Brac,  Environmental  Impact  Planning 
Corporation . 
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a  proposed  action  on  the  environment.     Based  on  the  infor- 
mation presented  in  the  EIR,   it  is  up  to  the  reader  and 
decision  makers  to  make  a  determination  of  whether  the 
project  would  be  appropriate  for  a  specific  location. 

Comment  96:     "With  respect  to  mitigation  measures,  on  page  79 
there  is  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  retaining  the 
City  of  Paris  would  not  only  mitigate  the  loss  of  a  historic 
structure  that  should  also  include  a  reference  to  the 
loss  of  all  those  qualities  and  values  uniquely  associated 
with  this  particular  building.     Like  redwoods,  to  see 
one  historic  building  is  not  to  see  them  all." 

Response  96:     The  Historic  Mitigation  Section   (Chapter  V.A) 

has  been  revised  in  response  to  numerous  previous  comments. 
Please  see  the  revised  page  79,  section  A,  which  includes 
a  discussion  of  the  documentation  of  the  City  of  Paris,  and 
description  of  dismantling  of  the  dome  and  Rotunda.  The 
Historic  Impact  Section   (Chapter  IV. A)   has  also  been  revised; 
see  Response  86. 

Comment  97:     "...on  page  89,  Chapter  6 . . . 1 Histor ical . 1  This 
statement  in  that  section  needs  to  be  elaborated  and  re- 
lated to  the  historical  and  architectural  environment 
of  the  project  in  a  meaningful  way." 

Response  97:     Information  has  been  added  on  page  89,  Section  A. 

Comment  98:     "Section  B  on  Urban  Design,  we  don't  understand 
why  only  Conservation  Policy  5  is  mentioned,  which  seems 
to  us  to  be  one  of  the  least  germane  of  the  policies  mentioned. 
The  proposed  project  would  not  conform  to  Conservation 
Policies  4,  5,  6,  or  7,  or  to  any  of  the  other  Urban  Design 
policies  discussed  in  Chapter  IV,  Section  B  pages  49  to  51." 

Response  98:     Conservation  Policy  5  is  specifically  mentioned 
in  the  subject  section   (which  is  Chapter  VI,  B.  -  Urban 
Design,  page  89) .     Other  Urban  Design  Plan  policies  are 
not  specifically  delineated,  but  unavoidable  effects  resulting 
from  conflicts  with  these  policies,  as  discussed  on  pages 
49-52  of  the  EIR,  are  discussed  in  the  subject  section. 
The  second  sentence  in  the  subject  section  has  been  deleted, 
as  has  the  first  half  of  the  second  sentence  in  paragraph  3 
on  page  1  of  the  EIR. 

Comment  99:     "...without  some  breakdown  of  anticipated  costs 

it  is  not  possible  to  accept  such  a  statement  as  attributed 
to  Mr.  Sexton  on  page  93.     Structural  work  can  be  broken 
down  and  costed.     A  breakdown  could  easily  include  such 
elements  as: 
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Reinforcing  connections  between  columns  and  beams; 

Pinning  unreinf orced  masonry  to  a  stable  backing; 

Strengthening  connections  between  floors  and  side- 
walls; 

Stabilizing  parapets; 

Removing  and  replacing  terra  cotta  partitions. 

"Either  costs  should  be  estimated  by  some  reasonable  break- 
down, or  the  statement  that  reinforcing  a  building  would 
cost  more  than  new  construction  should  be  removed." 

Response  99:     The  revised  Alternatives  Chapter  contains  informa- 
tion on  costs.     See  also  Response  77. 

Comment  100:     "The  same  objection  applies  to  the  quotation 

from  the  Skilling  report  on  page  93.     The  vague  reference 
to  rather  extraordinary  costs  may  be  acceptable  to  Neiman- 
Marcus  and  its  architects,  but  for  purposes  of  this  report 
it  should  either  be  made  explicit  or  removed." 

Response  100:     Cost  estimates  for  alternatives  considered  are 
provided  in  the  revised  Chapter  VII. 

Comment  101:     "All  buildings  built  in  San  Francisco  prior  to 

adoption  in  1948  of  a  building  code  requiring  seismic  strengthen- 
ing involve  greater  risk  in  the  event  of  earthquake  than 
buildings  built  after. 

"The  expression  'impending  meanace1  may  mean  something 
explicit  to  structural  engineers,  but  to  lay  people  it 
seems  to  imply  that  the  building  is  about  to  collapse 
onto  the  sidewalk  from  its  own  weight,  which  is  not  the 
case.     These  words  are  ambiguous  and  loaded  and  do  not 
belong  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report." 

Response  101:     The  words  "impending  menace"  are  a  direct  quote 
from  a  report  from  a  structural  analysis  by  Skilling, 
Helle,  Christiansen,  Robertson,  Consulting  Structural 
Engineers.     In  the  Final  EIR  the  Alternatives  Chapter 
(Chapter  VII)   has  been  revised,  see  Response  52.  New 
structural  information  developed  following  publication 
of  the  Draft  EIR  (see  Response  77)   has  been  included  in 
the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter. 
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Comment  102:     "On  the  whole,  the  entire  excerpt  from  the  Skilling 
report  does  not  seem  sufficiently  informative  or  objective 
to  warrant  inclusion  in  the  Environmental  Impact  report." 

Response  102:     The  Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII)  has  been 
revised   (see  Response  52) .     The  revision  includes  new 
structural  information  (see  Response  77)  obtained  following 
publication  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

Comment  103:     "...The  cumulative  impact  architecturally  of 
the  replacement  of  both  the  Fitzhugh  and  City  of  Paris 
buildings  is  greatly  understated.     The  character  of  the 
area  is  not  merely  altered  but  severely  negatively  affected... 
These  impacts  are  irreversible  and  cannot  be  mitigated 
by  future  projects." 

Response  103:     No  response. 


Mr.  Randolph  Delehanty,  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 

Comment  104:     "Among  my  particular  qualifications  for  judging 
the  completeness  and  adequacy  of  this  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  are  over  a  year  ago  I  published  a  history 
of  the  City  of  Paris  building  which  was  provided  to  writers 
of  this  report,  but  of  which  I  cannot  find  a  trace... I 
was  one  of  three  evaluators  who  went  over  every  single 
building  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  in  a  study  currently 
being  completed  on  the  arts  of  the  State  of  California. 
Therefore,  I  have  both  particular  knowledge  of  this  build- 
ing and  can  speak  to  its  relative  value  in  the  City  and 
to  the  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of  this  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report .. .Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Setting,  A, 
Site  History.     It  is  only  indicative  of  the  attitude  behind 
this  Environmental  Impact  Report  that  the  building  manages 
to  be  built  without  an  architect.     Nowhere  is  Clinton 
Day  mentioned  in  the  construction  of  the  building  in  1896, 
and  I  think  that  is  a  very  important  fault... Of  Day's  designs 
in  San  Francisco  there  are  only  two  well-known  survivors: 
the  facade  of  the  City  of  Paris  and  the  Union  Trust  Company, 
now  Wells  Fargo  at  Market  and  Grant,  designed  in  1908." 

Response  104:     See  Response  16. 

Comment  105:     "Secondly,  the  shockingly  brief,  irrelevant 

and  inadequate  discussion  on  page  49  entitled  "Historical" 
which  consists  of  11  lines,  of  which  8  lines  are  devoted 
to  discussing  the  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1976.     I  have  no  quarrel 
with  this  piece  of  legislation.     But  I  do  not  find  it 
germane  to  the  history  of  a  building." 


-34- 


Response  105;     The  Historic  Impact  Section  (Chapter  IV. A)  has 
been  revised.     See  Response  86.     A  discussion  of  the  Tax 
Reform  Act  of  1976  is  found  in  the  revised  Economic 
Impact  section  on  page  75   (see  Response  93) . 

Comment  106:     "In  fact,  the  whole  issue  is  glossed  over  in 

the  first  three  lines.     It  states  that  it  is  a  state  histor- 
ical landmark  without  giving  its  number,  and  also  that 
it  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
without  mentioning  its  national  significance,  let  alone 
local  significance.     Again,  an  example  in  the  way  these 
works  have  been  most  grieviously  misrepresented." 

Response  106;     As  indicated  on  page  24  of  the  EIR,  the  City 
of  Paris  building  is  State  Historical  Landmark  No.  876. 
The  Historical  Setting  and  Impacts  sections  have  been  revised 
(Chapters  III. A.,  and  IV. A) ;  please  see  Responses  84  and 
86. 

Comment  107:     "And  the  third  point  and  a  more  general  one, 
and  one  which  I  cannot  cite  as  inadequately  described 
in  the  EIR  because  I  don't  find  it  described  at  all,  the 
cultural  and  historic  significance  of  this  particular 
building  which  is  the  work  of  two  master  architects  built 
for  two  important  corporations  in  the  city." 

Response  107:     The  Site  History   (Chapter  III. A)   and  Historic 
Impacts  (Chapter  IV. A)  have  been  revised;  please  see 
Responses  84  and  86. 


Mr.  Earl  Moss,  The  Victorian  Alliance 

Comment  108:     "I  wish  to  comment  briefly  only  on  the  section 
concerning  community  concerns  on  page  76.     No  mention 
at  all  is  made  of  the  representatives  from  18  neighborhood 
organizations  who  collected  60,000  signatures  to  urge 
preservation  of  this  building.     Thank  you." 

Response  108:     Refer  to  Response  43. 


Mr.  Harold  Major,  representing  The  Citizens  Committee  to  Save 
the  City  of  Paris. 

Comment  109:     "In  our  research  on  the  feasibility  of  retaining 
the  existing  building  we  found  in  existence  an  example 
that  closely  resembles  this  issue.     It's  the  Galeries 
Lafayette  Department  Store  in  Paris,  France,  which  was 
first  constructed  in  1890. 
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"The  most  important  similarity  is  that  it  was  threatened 
by  demolition  in  1971,  and  the  Paris  City  Council  voted 
to  save  it  due  to  its  architectural  importance.  It's 
now  Paris'  largest  revenue-producing  department  store. 

"The  Galeries  Lafayette  has  sidewalk  show  windows  as  do 
our  store  on  Union  square. 

"The  Galeries  Lafayette  has  a  dome  similar  to  our  dome. 
The  Galerias  Lafayette  has  a  four-story  rotunda  similar 
to  ours." 

Response  109;     The  Galeries  Lafayette  is  located  at  40  Boulevard 
Hausman,  Paris,  France.     The  building  was  recently  scheduled 
for  demolition.     A  determined  campaign  was  waged  by  French 
preservation  groups  against  demolition.     As  a  result, 
the  building  has  been  saved  and  has  been  declared  a  national 
monument . 

This  building  is  the  prototype  of  many  galleried  retail 
stores  built  throughout  the  world  in  the  late  19th  and 
early  20th  centuries.     It  is  undoubtedly  the  inspiration 
for  the  Rotunda  of  the  City  of  Paris  store.  The 
guidebook  "Kate  Simon's  Paris"  describes  the  interior 
briefly.     "The  dome  of  the  Galeries  Lafayette  is  an  immense 
turn-of-the-century  confection  of  gilt,  glass  and  color 
ringed  with  elaborate  balconies  and  bands  of  peacock  color 
which  gather  to  brilliant  peacock  spots  and  that  burst 
into  curly  extravagancies  at  the  top." 

The  renovated  Galeries  Lafayette  is  a  department  store 
containing  462,000  gross  square  feet  on  eight  levels; 
the  City  of  Paris  has  130,000  square  feet  including  the 
basement.     From  these  figures,  it  is  estimated  that  the 
rotunda  has  an  open  area  of  more  than  8,000  square  feet, 
compared  with  approximately  2,400  square  feet  on  open 
area  in  the  City  of  Paris  store  Rotunda. 

The  dissimilarities  of  the  building  compared  to  the  City 
of  Paris  building  are  the  larger  size  of  the  former,  and 
the  fact  that  it  is  not  located  in  a  seismically  active 
area. 

Comment  110;  "Please  note  the  amount  of  energy-saving  natural 
light  coming  through  the  windows  on  Geary  Street  infusing 
with  the  tinted  light  from  the  development." 
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Response  110:     The  natural  light  from  the  existing  windows 

of  the  City  of  Paris  building  would  be  lost  with  the  proposed 
design.     A  new  source  of  light  would  enter  through  the 
Rotunda  at  the  corner  of  the  building. 

Comment  111:     "We  concluded  generally  the  saving  of  the  City 
of  Paris  building  was  feasible... 

"The  first  item  that  I'd  like  to  take  issue  with  in  the 
DEIR  is  that  virtually  all  of  pages  92  and  93  of  the  DEIR 
should  be  eliminated,  as  the  alternative  proposal  does 
include  restoring  the  City  of  Paris  building  structurally 
to  meet  seismic  safety  requirements  of  the  current  San 
Francisco  Building  Code." 

Response  111:     The  revised  Alternatives  chapter  considers  both 
bringing  and  not  bringing  the  City  of  Paris  building  up 
to  Code. 

Comment  112:     "...as  outlined  on  your   'cost  comparison'  in 

this  analysis,  it  would  cost  less  to  do  so  than  construct- 
ing a  new  building  on  the  same  site." 

Response  112:     The  analysis  prepared  by  the  Citizens  Committee 
to  Save  the  City  of  Paris  Building  was  reviewed  by  the 
firm  of  Lee  Saylor,  Inc.,  cost  estimators.     It  appears 
that  several  cost  items  were  omitted  from  the  estimate 
and  two  savings  were  attributed  to  the  reuse  alternative 
which  could  not  be  realized  -  $2.5  million  in  tax  savings 
and  the  value  of  additional  floor  space.     The  tax  savings 
issue  is  discussed  in  Response  94.     The  value  of  additional 
floor  space  cannot  be  included  because  175,000  gross  square 
feet  is  the  optimal  size  store  for  Neiman-Marcus. 
The  additional  square  footage  could  not  be  used  to  advan- 
tage and  in  fact  Neiman-Marcus  estimates  there  would  be 
a  loss  in  sales  with  the  proposed  alternative.     For  pur- 
poses of  this  analysis  the  value  of  additional  floor  space 
is  considered  zero.     The  following  is  a  side  by  side  com- 
parison of  the  Lee  Saylor  cost  estimates  and  the  Citizens 
Committee  Alternative  cost  estimates.     As  the  comparison 
shows,  the  Citizens  Committee  Alternative  would  cost  almost 
$11,000,000  more  than  the  Citizens  Committee  estimated 
when  all  costs  are  included.     This  alternative  would  cost 
over  $4  million  more  than  the  $19.6  million  estimate  for 
the  proposed  project. 

Comment  113:     "The  second  most  important  point  with  regard 

to  the  structural  is  that  as  of  this  date  no  structural 

analysis  of  the  City  of  Paris  has  been  made  to  determine 

the  necessary  amount  of  work  necessary  to  bring  the  building 
up  to  code. 
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"Quoting  from  the  report  of  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  &  Kaplan 
dated  April  4,  1974: 

'If  the  existing  steel  frame  within  the  facade 
is  found  to  be  in  sound  condition,  it  is  possible 
that  this  frame  with  the  rehabilitated  wall 
surfaces  could  be  tied  into  a  properly  braced 
new  structure  to  be  built  on  the  remainder 
of  the  property. 1 

"...In  the  summary,  which  I  think  should  definitely  be 
included  in  a  DEIR,  of  the  Sexton  Report,  this  is  page  C.01 

'Field  observations  of  the  structure  did  not 
disclose  any  evidence  of  excessive  deflection, 
buckling,  or  deterioration  of  the  existing 
structure  which  could  be  attributed  to  its 
occupant  loading.     However,  no  structural 
analysis  was  made  for  this  report.'" 

Response  113:     See  Response  77. 

Comment  114:     "On  page  93  of  the  DEIR  reference  is  made  to 

the  structural  report  on  the  City  of  Paris  building  made 
by  Skilling,  Helle,  Christiansen,  and  Robertson,  but  the 
DEIR  fails  to  take  into  account  other  sections  of  the 
report... at  the  end  it  states: 

'We  would  suggest  that  highly  qualified  tech- 
nical advice  be  sought  prior  to  concluding 
that  such  reconstruction  is  feasible.' 

"They  need  additional  information. 

"Regarding  the  ceilings,  this  is  the  middle  of  page  4  of 
this  report: 

'With  the  information  available,  we  cannot 
now  suggest  the  required  corrective  measures.' 

"This  same  report  on  page  6  with  regard  to  walls: 

'Without  the  ability  to  examine  the  existing 
structure  devoid  of  architectural  finishes, 
and  without  benefit  of  drawings,   it  is  very 
difficult  to  envision  the  required  connection 
between  the  two  buildings.' 

"An  analysis  should  be  made  of  the  building  and  included 
in  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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Response  114:     See  Response  77. 


Comment  115:     "I'm  going  to  refer  to  floor-to-ceiling  heights. 
This  is  the  top  of  page  94  in  the  DEIR.     . . .Neiman-Marcus 
requires  certain  floor-to-ceiling  heights,  and  also  the 
cavity  space  between  the  ceiling  and  the  floor  above. 
Their  requirements  for  finished  ceilings  are  as  follows: 
This  is  from  floor  to  ceiling.     On  the  first  floor,  17  feet. 
The  existing  City  of  Paris  building  has  a  finished  ceiling 
of  17  feet  seven  inches. 

"The  ceiling  height  required  for  Neiman-Marcus  on  the  second, 
third,  and  fourth  floor  is  12  feet.     The  existing  ceiling 
heights  in  the  City  of  Paris  building  are  14  feet  three 
inches,  12  feet  four  inches,  and  11  feet  five  inches. 
So  we're  short,  if  we're  talking  about  finished  floor- 
to-ceiling  heights,  seven  inches  on  the  fourth  floor. 

"The  cavity  space  which  is  the  space  between  the  finished 
ceiling  and  the  finished  floor  above  in  the  existing  City 
of  Paris  building  is  about  two  feet.     ...I'm  trying  to 
separate  the  floor-to-floor  height  from  the  cavity  spaces 
in  between.     I'm  first  trying  to  tell  you  that  if  you 
took  the  existing  floor-to-finished-ceiling  heights,  that 
we  exceeded  in  three  floors  and  are  seven  inches  short 
in  one  floor  from  the  requirements  of  Neiman-Marcus.  ... 
Basically  the  cavity  that's  required  by  Neiman-Marcus 
is  five  and  a  half  feet.     That's  stated  in  the  third  line 
from  the  top  on  the  page.     And  right  now  that  particular 
cavity  space  in  the  existing  building  is  two  feet. 

"I'd  like  to  explain  how  the  alternate  would  handle  this 
particular  problem.    We  think  that  it  is  not  necessary 
to  have  five  and  a  half  feet,  and  I  would  like  to  break 
it  down  into  explaining  first  air-conditioning  and  then 
the  structural. 

"By  utilizing  a  vertical  supply  system  for  air-conditioning 
and  sprinklers,  the  larger  main  supply  feeds  could  run 
vertically  down  the  walls  leaving  the  ceiling  cavity  avail- 
able for  the  smaller  branch  lines,  thus  reducing  the  required 
depth." 

Response  115:     See  Response  52. 

Comment  116:  "Such  a  system  exists  in  the  400,000 
addition  to  the  Western  Merchandising  Mart  at 
Market  Streets  in  San  Francisco.  In  fact  the 
Mart  addition  has  no  ceiling  cavity." 


-square  foot 
9th  and 
Merchandising 
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Response  116:     The  Western  Merchandising  Mart  is  not  a  department 
store  and  it  is  not  open  to  the  general  public.     The  Mart 
consists  of  a  number  of  showrooms  where  merchandise  is 
displayed.     Nobody  enters  the  Mart  to  buy  anything  off 
the  floor;  if  a  customer  wishes  to  buy  a  particular  item 
he/she  will  order  it  and  receive  it  from  a  store  located 
somewhere  else.     The  conveyor  system  in  the  Mart  is  a 
type  of  freight  elevator  to  transport  the  merchandise 
to  the  showrooms;  the  system  is  not  intended  to  make  items 
available  at  a  short  notice  to  waiting  customers. 

Comment  117;     "...while  I'm  talking  about  air-conditioning 

I  would  like  to  introduce  something  that  should  I  think 
be  included  into  the  Energy  Section  of  the  DEIR.     A  series 
of  solar  collector  plates  could  be  located  on  the  building 
roof  to  supply  solar  heated  water  to  a  heat  exchanger 
that  converts  the  energy  into  steam  to  operate  the  air- 
conditioning  chiller.     This  is  a  highly  efficient  use 
of  energy  due  to  the  fact  that  the  maximum  demand  for 
cooling  occurs  when  the  sun  is  providing  the  most  solar 
rays . " 

Response  117;     The  following  information  has  been  provided 
by  Mr.  George  Cloyd,  P.E.,  of  Magill-Cloyd  Engineers, 
Inc.  in  a  letter  of  17  November  1978  to  Mr.  James  Floyd, 
Neiman-Marcus   (see  also  Response  52) . 

"The  third  mechanical  proposal  in  Mr.  Major's  alteration 
is  to  provide  solar  collector  plates  to  provide  energy 
for  the  air  conditioning  chillers.  While  it  is  technically 
possible  to  utilize  solar  collectors  for  large  buildings, 
the  systems  are  rarely  used  by  private  investment  because 
of  increased  first  cost,  extreme  payback  periods   (20  years 
or  more)  and  the  complex  nature  of  the  system.     For  the 
energy  demand  of  the  proposed  project  it  would  be  necessary 
to  have  approximately  56,000  square  feet  of  flat  plate 
collectors  weighing  over  200  tons...;"  however  the  total 
roof  area  of  the  proposed  building  is  about  33,000  square 
feet,  or  13,000  square  feet  less  than  required  for  the 
solar  collectors. 

Comment  118:     "The  depth  of  structural  members  required  to 

reinforce  the  building  could  be  reduced  by  utilizing  con- 
struction materials  such  as  post-tensioned  concrete. 
For  example,   in  the  San  Francisco  Northern  Waterfront 
Area  where  developers  of  the  Holiday  and  Ramada  Inns  had 
to  deal  with  a  high  underground  water  level  as  well  as 
a  four-story  height  limit,  they  resorted  to  a  nine-foot 
floor-to-floor  height  built  with  post-tensioned  slab  con- 
struction.    These  two  buildings  have  a  requirement  of 
an  eight-foot  finished  ceiling  height." 
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Response  118:     The  following  response  is  taken  from  the  28  November 
1978  letter  from  F.  Robert  Preece  to  Les  Robertson: 


"...Some  consideration  may  be  given  to  the  use  of  pre- 
stress  concrete  to  decrease  the  overall  depth  of  the  floor 
framing  as  has  been  suggested  by  Mr.  Major.     One  of  the 
difficulties  of  applying  this  system  to  the  City  of  Paris 
building  is  the  necessity  of  working  with  the  existing 
facade  and  the  necessity  of  bracing  it  during  the  recon- 
struction. 

"Because  the  exterior  of  the  south  wall  is  inaccessible 
and  because  exposed  anchorages  would  be  unacceptable  on 
the  Stockton  and  Geary  Street  facades,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  provide  for  a  scheme  of  central  pre-stressing 
the  slabs.     This  requires  special  construction  equipment 
and  procedures  not  commonly  in  use.     This  certainly  would 
add  significantly  to  the  cost  of  pre-stressing  and  may 
offset  any  economic  advantage  for  its  use.     Such  stressing 
is  performed  in  a  centrally  located  slot  in  the  slab  which 
is  left  open  for  this  function.     Additionally,  the  neces- 
sity of  separating  the  facades   (and  probably  all  exterior 
walls)  from  the  pre-stressing  effects  require   (sic)  an 
extra  construction  operation,  which  again,  adds  to  cost. 

"The  pre-stressed  concrete  floor  system  may  decrease  the 
structural  floor  depth  by  a  nominal  amount,  possibly  as 
much  as  10  inches.     The  existing  column  spans  would  be 
also  more  desirable.     Therefore,  some  of  this  depth  savings 
may  be  lost.     Also  lost  would  be  flexibility  of  locations 
for  future  openings  in  the  floors.     By  thus  eliminating 
a  steel  frame  to  carry  the  vertical  loads,  the  lateral 
load  resisting  system  would  also. .. [suffer ,  thereby  decreasing 
the  building's  resistance  to  withstand  a  major  earthquake]." 

Comment  119:     "The  restoration  of  the  existing  City  of  Paris 

building  provides  sales  space  on  each  floor.     Stock  rooms 
are  located  on  the  fifth  and  sixth  floors.     Persons  obtain 
materials  from  the  stock  rooms  via  a  communications  and 
conveyor  system  similar  to  that  of  Gumps  in  San  Francisco. 
Thus  the  store's  security  is  enhanced  by  allowing  sales 
persons  to  remain  on  the  sales  floor." 

Response  119:     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter. 

Comment  120:     "...what  I  saw  when  I  overlayed  this  over  the 
Neiman-Marcus  St.  Louis  store  is  that... Their  rotunda 
is  approximately  the  same  configuration.     Their  sales 
space  is  approximately  the  same  area.     What  they  had  that 
this  building  did  not  have  is  the  perimeter  with  the  stock 
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area  in  the  storage  areas.     ...The  idea  was  to  utilize 
the  whole  floor  as  sales  space  with  the  fenestrations 
looking  onto  the  sales  space  and  utilizing  vertical  conveyor 
systems  at  the  pilasters  to  retrieve  any  merchandise  that's 
necessary  for  a  sales  person  on  the  floor.     Removal  of 
the  stock  areas  on  each  floor  also  entails  removal  of 
the  floor-to-ceiling  walls  between  the  existing  sales 
and  stock  areas.     This  would  relieve  the  problem  of  interior 
air  circulation  noted  in  the  DEIR  on  page  94." 

Response  120;     The  second  floor  of  the  Neiman-Marcus  store 

in  St.  Louis  contains  a  total  of  53,100  sq.  ft.  including 
26,200  sq.  ft.  sales  area  and  an  1,100  sq.  ft.  escalator 
well.     The  second  floor  of  the  Citizens  Committee  Alternative 
would  contain  a  total  of  34,300  sq.  ft.,   including  15,900 
sq.  ft.  of  sales  area  and  9,100  sq.  ft.  central  circulation 
space  (escalator  well,  Rotunda  and  surrounding  aisles) . 
Therefore,  the  configurations  are  not  comparable. 

Comment  121:     "Removal  of  columns  deemed  undesirable  for  mer- 
chandising purposes  could  be  accomplished  following  exposure 
of  existing  connections  and  determination  of  appropriate 
methods  of  resisting  lateral  forces." 

Response  121;     See  discussion  of  Neiman-Marcus  design  criteria 

for  merchandising  in  the  revised  Chapter  VII;  see  Response  77 
for  new  structural  information. 

Comment  122;     "In  the  plan  of  the  alternate  the  escalator  well 
has  been  shifted  slightly  to  the  right.     However,  it  does 
not  have  to... it's  constructed  completely  in  the  new  build- 
ing.    You  can  see  the  double  columns  that  separate  the 
existing  City  of  Paris  building  from  what  would  be  the 
133  addition.     Otherwise  the  floor  plans  are  identical. 

"Coupled  with  a  new  structure  at  133-157  Geary,  the  total 

square  footage  available  to  Neiman-Marcus  is  207,000, 

an  addition  of  32,000  square  feet  to  their  own  proposal." 

Response  122:     See  Response  52. 

Comment  123:     "I'd  like  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  cost  comparison. 
The  cost  of  renovating  the  City  of  Paris  building  and 
constructing  a  new  building  at  133-157  Geary  compared 
to  the  cost  of  constructing  a  new  building  on  the  site 
is  a  fundamental  issue.     In  'Business  and  Preservation,' 
a  book  published  by  Inform,  1978,  a  study  of  71  renovations, 
adaptive  re-use  was  reported  to  be  as  much  as  two-thirds 
less  expensive  than  the  cost  of  new  construction.  Adaptive 
re-use,  the  conversion  of  a  structure  from  one  use  to 
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another,  is  a  more  extensive  and  expensive  process  than 
the  City  of  Paris  renovation  in  which  the  structure  would 
be  used  for  the  same  purpose  that  it  has  always  been  used 
for . " 

Response  123;     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter  and  Response  112. 

Comment  124;     "I'd  like  to... explain  two  or  three  major  areas 
that  the  savings  come  in. 

"First  of  all,  the  $2,000,000  at  the  bottom  comes  from 
the  fact  that  the  building  is  32,000  square  feet  more, 
and  $64  a  square  foot  comes  from  the  EIR  on  page  18. 
If  you  divide  175  square  feet  into  $11,200,000,  you  get 
$64  a  square  foot. 

"This  figure  was  used  throughout  this  computation,  and 
I  can  show  you  how  the  figures  were  arrived  at  utilizing 
the  same  figures  that  were  on  page  18. 

"The  alternate  proposal  consists  of  a  brand  new  building 
at  133  Geary.     That's  approximately  77,000  square  feet. 
If  you  multiply  that  by  $64  a  square  foot  you  get  $5,000,000, 
which  is  the  amount  that  would  be  attributed  to  the  con- 
struction of  that  building.     That  would  leave  you  the 
balance  between  that  $5,000,000  in  the  $11,200,000  to 
restore  the  City  of  Paris  building,  if  you  were  going 
to  do  it,  at  the  same  cost  of  building  a  new  building." 

Response  124;     See  Response  112. 

Comment  125;     "According  to  the  calculations  here,   it  can  be 
done  at  less  cost.     It's  very  difficult  to  itemize  these 
costs,  mainly  because  of  the  important  point  I  made  pre- 
viously that  no  structural  analysis  has  been  made  to  deter- 
mine what  it  would  require  to  bring  the  building  up  to 
code  structurally. 

"However,  I  used  a  50  percent  figure,   in  other  words, 

what  I  said  is  if  it  costs  $4,000,000  new  for  the  structural 

portion,  that's  the  walls  and  floors  and  columns  of  the 

new  building,  let's  assume  it's  going  to  cost  half  that 

to  restore  those  portions  of  the  existing  building.  That's 

where  that  50  percent  comes  in." 

Response  125;     See  Response  112. 

Comment  126;     "The  amount  I  took  the  percentage  of  is  the  plumb- 
ing, electrical,  and  mechanical  installation  as  being 
20  percent  of  the  total  job,  and  multiplied  it  by  $64 
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and  came  up  with  $1, 280 , 000.     This  would  be  incorporating 
into  the  restoration  of  the  City  of  Paris  building  brand 
new  plumbing,  mechanical,  and  electrical. 

Response  126;     See  Response  112. 

Comment  127;     "The  third  figure  is  the  finishes  and. . .vertical 
transportation.     You  have  to  amortize  the  elevators  and 
escalators  because  we've  broken  the  building  up  into  two 
segments. . .So  you've  got  60  percent  structural;  20  percent 
for  the  plumbing,  electrical,  and  mechanical;  and  20  percent 
for  the  finishes  and  the  vertical  transportation.  That's 
how  those  figures  were  arrived  at,  with  a  construction 
savings  of  $1,720,000." 

Response  127;     See  Response  112. 

Comment  128;     "The  figure  in  the  middle  is  $2,500,000.  And 

it  was  referred  to  in  the  EIR.     It  stated  it's  insignifi- 
cant, the  value  of  the  1976  tax  reform.     But  if  you  take 
a  building  that  you're  going  to  save  or  you're  going  to 
spend  $5,000,000  on  restoration  costs,  the  United  States 
Government  said  that  you  can  amortize  or  depreciate  that 
amount  of  money  in  five  years.     That's  $5,000,000  in  five 
years.     If  you  were  in  the  50  percent  tax  bracket  the 
savings  would  amount  to  two  and  a  half  million  dollars." 

Response  128;     See  Response  93. 


Lesley  Emmingtom  -  Berkeley  Landmarks  Preservation,  Berkeley 
Architectural  Heritage  Association 

Comment  129;     "I  am  before  you  on  behalf  of  the  Berkeley  Archi- 
tectural Heritage  Association  to  share  with  you  some  informa- 
tion regarding  the  structural  integrity  of  the  City  of 
Paris  designed  by  Clinton  Day  in  1896.     As  you  may  already 
know,  Berkeley  and  San  Francisco  share  the  works  of  the 
early  California  architect,  Clinton  Day. 

"Mr.  Day  is  distinguished  by  being  one  of  the  University 
of  California's  first  graduates  in  architecture,  graduating 
from  the  University  in  1868  when  it  was  still  in  Oakland 
as  the  College  of  California. ... In  our  efforts  to  learn 
more  about  Clinton  Day  and  his  work,  we  were  privileged 
to  interview  his  daughter  Miss  Caroline  Day  in  Portola 
Valley  in  1976.     It  was  shortly  before  her  death.  Caroline 
Day  was  age  of  94,  very  alert  and  quite  aware  of  the  present 
questions  surrounding  the  City  of  Paris.     A  tape  was  made 
of  the  interview  and  it  exists  in  the  Berkeley  Architectural 
Archives . 
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"She  recounted  in  detail  that  her  father  liked  to  build 
his  structures  with  steel  framing,  a  new  concept  at  the 
time .. .Regarding  the  City  of  Paris,  Miss  Day  recounted 
that  the  day  after  the  earthquake  her  father,  whose  archi- 
tectural offices  were  in  the  upper  floors  of  the  City 
of  Paris  was  able  to  obtain  a  pass  from  the  Governor  to 
enter  the  City.     Returning  immediately  to  Stockton  and 
Geary  to  the  City  of  Paris,  he  went  up  to  his  office. 
There  he  found  the  fire  damage  extensive,  but  the  structure 
intact. " 

Response  129;     The  Site  History  section  has  been  expanded  to 

include  a  discussion  of  architect  Clinton  Day  (see  Response  16) . 
See  also  Response  390  for  a  discussion  of  the  state  of 
the  building  on  the  day  of  the  earthquake. 

Comment  130;     "It  is  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Berkeley  Architectural  Heritage  Association  that  I 
urge  you  to  deny  the  EIR  before  you  sanctioning  the  demo- 
lition of  the  City  of  Paris." 

Response  130;     The  EIR  is  an  informational  document  which  does 

not  sanction  anything.     The  project  decision  is  independent 
from  any  determination  on  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR. 


Anne  Bloomfield 

Comment  131;     "On  page  94  —  and  some  of  these  have  been  dis- 
cussed to  a  certain  extent  before  —  but  in  the  discussion 
of  the  alternative  to  retain  the  City  of  Paris  Building 
and  construct  a  new  store  adjacent,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  Neiman-Marcus  floor  height  standards  are  arbitrary, 
or  if  you  prefer,  a  value  judgment  with  which  one  may 
disagree.     And  that  some  reconciliation  between  them  and 
existing  heights  could  be  effected  by  selectively  lowering 
only  those  portions  of  ceilings  needed  for  air  conditioning 
ducts.     Such  small  lowered  area  —  I  think  they  are  air 
conditioning  ducts,  but  they  certainly  are  lowered  ceilings 
—  are  effectively  used  as  department  dividers  in  both 
the  new  Liberty  House  and  the  newly  redone  parts  of  Macy's." 

Response  131;     The  floor-to-ceiling  height  standards  are  dis- 
cussed in  the  revised  Chapter  VII.     Lowering  only  those  por- 
tions of  ceilings  needed  for  air  conditioning  ducts  can  be 
done,  but  at  the  expense  of  lost  merchandising  flexibility. 
Floor  layout  and  department  locations  change  over  time 
and  fixed  department  dividers  would  reduce  this  flexibility. 
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The  floor-to-ceiling  heights  in  Macy's  and  Liberty  House, 
and  the  use  of  ducts  as  department  dividers  would  be  unaccept- 
able to  Neiman-Marcus. 

Comment  132;     "On  page  93,  the  letter  mentioned  from  Robert  Levy 
to  Phillip  Johnson  concerning  30  percent  structural  altera- 
tions is  of  such  importance  that  it  ought  to  be  published 
in  its  entirety  in  the  EIR. " 

Response  132;     See  Responses  51  and  63. 

Comment  133;     "On  pages  58  and  59  and  81  and  82,  Discussion 

of  Pedestrian  Traffic,  should  address  the  impacts  of  having 
Neiman-Marcus1  main  entrance  at  the  very  location  of  the 
worst  pedestrian  congestion." 

Response  133;     Paragraph  2,  page  59  of  the  DEIR  discusses 

the  fact  that  the  proposed  building  design  would  relieve 
to  some  extent,  the  pedestrian  congestion  at  southeast 
Stockton  and  Geary,  by  replacing  the  existing  square  build- 
ing corner  with  the  Rotunda.     In  the  same  paragraph,  it 
is  also  stated  that  shoppers  would  not  accumulate  in  front 
of  the  main  entrance,  because  they  would  not  have  to  wait 
to  enter. 

Further  discussion  of  the  location  of  entrances  has  been 
added  on  page  82,  after  paragraph  1. 

Comment  134;     "There  should  be  discussion  of  mitigation  by 

moving  entrances  away  from  the  corner  to  locations  similar 
to  I.  Magnin  and  City  of  Paris  entrances." 

Response  134;     See  Response  133. 

Comment  135;     "On  page  18,  the  description  of  preserving  the 
dome  seems  pitifully  meager... I  found  no  description  of 
means  of  re-erecting  the  dome,  railings  at  all.  Considering 
the  importance  of  this  as  a  mitigation  measure,  detailed 
modus  operandi,  including  back  up  measures  in  case  of 
untimely  collapse  should  be  publicly  available  in  the 
EIR  and  public  comment  on  them,  not  possible  today,  should 
be  available  to  the  decision  makers  at  the  appropriate 
time. " 

Response  135;     See  Response  1. 


Comment  136;     "Next,  on  pages  79  and  80,   in  the  discussion 

of  Urban  Design  Mitigation,  I  need  to  see  quotations  from 


the  Urban  Design  Plan  to  demonstrate  the  kinds  of  mitiga- 
tion proposed.     Does  this  refer  to  the  need  for  pedestrian- 
level  interest  and  such  concerns  as  this  Commission  expresses 
in  regard  to  blank  wall  and  dead  space  in  neighborhood 
shopping  areas?" 

Response  136:     Applicable  policies  from  the  San  Francisco 

Urban  Design  Plan  are  quoted  in  the  EIR  on  pages  49  to 
52.  It  would  add  extra  pages  to  the  EIR  unnecessarily 
to  restate  these  policies  each  time  they  are  discussed. 

Comment  137:     "Nothing  resembling  a  design  change  is  offered 
and  I  think  it  should  be." 

Response  137:     Pages  79  and  80  of  the  Draft  EIR  suggested  changes 
in  facade  color,  window  placement  and  surface  detailing 
to  mitigate  urban  design  impacts.     In  addition,  the  Alterna- 
tives Chapter  includes  a  section  entitled  "Alternatives 
to  the  Proposed  Design"   (pages  98  and  99) .     These  portions 
of  the  Draft  EIR  have  been  revised. 

Comment  138:     "On  page  28,  there  is  reference  made  to  a  side- 
walk flower  vending  stall  on  Stockton  between  Geary  and 
O'Farrell.     There  are  two,  one  on  each  side  of  the  street 
and  the  reference  to  only  one  makes  me  fear  the  developer 
intends  to  get  rid  of  the  one  on  the  east  side.     If  so, 
its  impact  should  be  discussed." 

Response  138:     The  reference  is  to  the  flower  stall  on  the 
east  side  of  Stockton  street.     The  impact  of  the  stall 
is  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  page  56,  paragraph  3;  page  120, 
paragraph  1;  and  page  126,  paragraph  4.     Page  81,  para- 
graphs 5  and  6  discuss  the  temporary  and  permanent  relocation 
of  the  flower  stand  as  potential  mitigation  measures  to 
the  pedestrian  impacts  of  the  project.     See  also  Response  355. 

Comment  139:     "Then,  on  page  131,  it  may  be  true  that  traffic 
on  this  section  of  O'Farrell  is  relatively  light,  but 
the  only  access  to  that  block  of  O'Farrell  is  via  Stockton 
or  via  the  next  westerly  blocks  of  O'Farrell,  all  of  which 
are  congested.     I  feel  impact  of  delivery  trucks  on  these 
blocks  should  be  discussed." 

Response  139:     Information  has  been  added  to  paragraph  3, 
page  131. 

Comment  140:     "...there  is  a  great  deal  of  information  on 

land  use  in  the  area  in  the  Fitzhugh  Building's  EIR,  and 
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I  don't  see  why  that  couldn't  be  added  to  this  as  helping 
make  decisions  about  this." 

Response  140;     Page  28,  third  paragraph, the  last  line  of 

this  paragraph  has  been  changed  to  reference  pages  of 
that  EIR. 

Comment  141;     "And  finally,  on  pages  76  and  111,  the  'Here 

Today'  listings  are  incorrect  in  terms  of  author  and  pub- 
lication date.     Thank  you." 

Response  141;     See  Response  19. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  142;     "...perhaps  you  could  provide  Dr.  Bendix  in 

the  next  day  or  two  worksheets  which  show  how  those  calcu- 
lations were  arrived  at,  the  two  and  a  half  million  dollars." 

Response  142;     by  Mr.  Hal  Major;     "Yes,  I  can  do  that." 


John  Maher 

Comment  143;     "...On  page  76  of  the  EIR  there  is  a  heading 
called  Community  Concerns... I  feel,  that  there  has  not 
been  enough  reference  to  employment  and  to  that  impact 
on  the  general  community.     I  for  one  would  like  to  see 
these  450  jobs  come  in  because  the  UCB  Bank  Report  says 
that  for  the  next  quarter  there  is  going  to  be  at  least 
a  2  percent  raise  in  interest  rates.    We  are  going  to 
get  hurt.     Middle-income  people,  we  need  jobs. 

"These  kinds  of  clerk  jobs  are  good  second  jobs.  They 
had  better  be  union  jobs  or  we  will  close  them  down. 
But  it  is  our  opinion  that  we  need  the  jobs  more  than 
we  need  a  monument  to  Mr.  Day." 

Response  143;     Neiman-Marcus  does  not  have  unionized  employees 
at  any  level  in  any  of  its  stores. 

Comment  144;     "On  page  73,  there  is  a  discussion  of  municipal 
revenues.     All  around  us  in  the  Mission  District,  in  the 
Richmond  District,  in  the  districts  where  poor  people 
work,  Proposition  13  has  collapsed  all  of  the  projects 
we  have  attempted  to  do.     The  City  needs  additional  reve- 
nues just  to  keep  these  things  alive." 
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Response  144;     No  response. 


Comment  145:     "It  is  my  belief  that  we  are  in  imminent  danger 
of  becoming  —  based  on. . .community  concerns  —  a  second 
rate  city  like  New  Bedford  or  one  of  these  tiny  whaling 
towns  that  preserves  every  bit  of  obvious  archaic  nonsense 
while  thousands  of  people  starve." 

Response  145:     No  response. 

Comment  146:     "On  page  74,  we  are  talking  about  a  tax  income 
to  the  City  —  if  it  is  true,  and  I  hope  it  will  be 
collected  —  $2,067,900  of  which  the  City  gets  nearly 
half  a  million.     Those  of  us  familiar  with  the  financing 
of  the  State  and  City  understand  the  impact  of  Proposition  13 
will  not  hit  until  next  year. 

"...we  need  the  work  at  this  time.     I  hope  it  is  union 
work.     I  hope  that  you  will  all  consider  that  and  I  hope 
that  you  will  all  consider  these  tax  revenues.  Because 
these  nice  folks  own  homes  and  fix  them  up  like  Victorians... 

"If  we  don't  get  this,  these  Heritage  and  other  good  groups 
will  almost  assuredly  lose  the  support  of  community  groups 
that  have  supported  them  in  the  past.     Because  what  it 
will  mean  is  that  we  are  in  a  fight  for  our  lives.  We 
need  them,  500  jobs." 

Response  146:     See  Response  143. 


Beatrice  Kirshenbaum,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Pacific  Heights 
Residents  Association 

Comment  147:     "I  want  to  appear  on  my  own  behalf  as  well  as 

representing  the  neighborhood  groups.     Also,  I  would  like 
to  answer  the  last  speaker.     I  don't  see  why  opening  a 
store,  reopening  the  City  of  Paris  in  the  building  that 
now  stands  would  require  any  less  jobs  than  opening  a 
new  building  someplace  else." 

Response  147:     There  may  be  the  same  number  of  jobs  but  they 
would  be  delayed  due  to  the  need  to  acquire  a  new  site 
and  plan  for  a  new  store  at  the  new  location.     If  Neiman- 
Marcus  were  to  select  a  site  outside  the  City,  fewer  or 
no  jobs  would  go  to  San  Francisco  residents. 
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Mrs.  Frieda  Klussman;  President  of  San  Francisco  Beautiful 


Comment  148:     " . . .Neiman-Marcus  could  have  used  that  building 
and  I  am  sure  that  they  went  into  that  very  thoroughly 
and  I  am  sure  that  the  cost  at  that  time  did  not  bar  them 
from  thinking  that  perhaps  they  could  do  it. 

"On  the  other  hand,  if  you  were  to  look  at  the  City  recom- 
mendations for  that  building,  you  would  find  that  those 
recommendations  were  the  things  that  brought  it  down... 

"...to  have  an  entirely  new  building  there. . .would  cer- 
tainly spark  the  downtown.     And  this  is  what  will  bring 
not  only  jobs  —  I  heard  the  man  before  me  just  say  that 
this  means  so  many  jobs.     Of  course  it  does." 

Response  148:     No  response. 

Comment  149:  "I  don't  know  what  we  are  going  to  do  with  the 
City  of  Paris  if  Neiman-Marcus  won't  redo  it.  What  are 
you  going  to  do?    Just  let  it  lie  there  and  rot?" 

Response  149:     See  the  discussion  of  the  No-Project  Alternative 
(Section  VILA,  page  91). 


Richard  McRee 

Comment  150:     "...I  wanted  to  address  the  energy  portion  of 
the  EIR  as  it  relates  to  the  City  of  Paris  Building... I 
want  to  try  to  relate  the  problem  in  this  case  to  the 
energy  represented  in  preservation  of  buildings  versus 
tearing  existing  buildings  down  and  replacing  mater ials .. .We 
have  existing  resources  that  are... in  buildings  that  are 
standing .. .We  tear  up  good  materials.    We  haul  them  down 
to  San  Jose  and  bring  the  truck  back. .. [what]   I  would 
like  to  see  developed  in  the  EIR  would  be  a  more  detailed 
analysis  of  exactly  what  kind  of  energy  loss  we  have  when 
we  tear  down  the  building  to  build  something  almost  as 
tall." 

Response  150:     The  energy  consumed  while  constructing  the  City 
of  Paris  building  would  be  lost  if  it  were  demolished. 
In  addition,  energy  would  be  consumed  by  mechanical  equip- 
ment during  demolition.     The  energy  consumption  of  heavy 
mechanical  equipment  generally  is  on  the  order  of  1,000,000 
to  2,000,000  Btu  per  hour  of  operation.  Furthermore, 
energy  would  be  consumed  by  hauling  demolition  debris 
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to  a  landfill  outside  of  San  Francisco.     By  demolishing 
an  existing  building  and  constructing  a  new  structure, 
energy  would  be  consumed  in  construction;  this  energy 
consumption  would  be  related  to  the  type  of  building  mater- 
ials used,  the  transportation  of  the  materials  to  the 
construction  site,  and  the  mechanical  equipment  used  in 
construction. 

Interactive  Resources,  Inc.,  has  developed  a  relationship 
between  cost  of  construction  and  energy  consumption  in 
"Energy  Conservation  Guidelines  for  Evaluating  New  Develop- 
ment in  Contra  Costa  County,  California"   (1976) .  The 
proposed  building  would  cost  approximately  $15.6  million 
(including  interior  fixtures) ;  this  cost  would  be  equivalent 
to  an  energy  consumption  of  about  5.7  x  10      Btu  for  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  building,  an  expenditure 
that  would  be  obviated  if  no  demolition  were  to  take  place, 
as  well  as  no  rehabilitation.     Rehabilitating  the  City 
of  Paris  would,  however,  require  energy  in  order  to  bring 
the  building  up  to  code,  whether  the  existing  six  floors 
were  maintained  or  the  building  were  "gutted"  and  reconstructed 
with  four  floors.     Rehabilitating  buildings  is  generally 
more  labor-intensive  than  new  construction.     The  relation- 
ship between  energy  consumption  and  cost  of  projects  was 
developed  based  on  new  construction,  where  labor  cost 
is  generally  50%  of  the  total  building  cost.     Since  rehabili- 
tation is  about  75%  labor-intensive  it  may  be  assumed 
that  energy  consumption  for  rehabilitating  would  be 
less  during  the  constructional  phase  of  a  project. 

During  operation,  an  alternative  that  would  meet  the  Neiman- 
Marcus  design  criteria  would  have  a  similar  energy  demand 
to  that  of  a  new  structure,  as  lighting  levels  and  heating/ 
cooling  criteria  would  be  similar. 

Comment  151;     "The  alternative  would  be:    We  have  a  resource 
here,  a  fairly  rich  building  —  a  very  rich  building... 
Tear  it  down,  throw  it  away?    Rehabilitate  it?  Which 
one  is  safe?  . . .  How  about  human  resources?  . . .  This  job 
will  take  some  skilled  labor..." 

Response  151;     No  response. 

Comment  152;     "All  kinds  of  resource  implications  here... Which 
scheme  uses  more  resources,  A  or  B?    A  is  a  scheme  where 
we  have  a  facade  250  feet  long  this  way... and  137  feet 
this  way... So  we  show  this  facade.     We  show  780  feet  of 
facade.     Now,  what  you  have  got  is  a  new  facade  made  cf 
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concrete.  Concrete  takes  a  lot  of  energy  to  produce. 
Concrete  is  very  expensive  today." 


Response  152;     The  facade  of  the  proposed  project  would  consist 
of  two-colored  granite  squares  in  a  diamond  pattern  (see 
pages  7,  51,  79  and  80  of  the  EIR  text).     The  facade  on 
Geary  Street  would  be  approximately  250  feet  long,  while 
the  facade  fronting  Stockton  Street  would  be  about  137 
feet,  a  total  of  about  387  feet. 

Comment  153;     "...It  is  true  that  for  the  life  of  the  building 

there  is  going  to  be  more  fuel  used  in  heating  the  building 
and  cooling  it  and  running  people  up  and  down  escalators." 

Response  153;     Energy  consumption  for  the  proposed  building 
is  estimated  to  be  3,044,100  kwh  per  year  for  the  life 
of  the  building.     An  estimated  5.7  x  10      Btu  (or  170,000,000 
kwh)  would  be  used  in  construction  of  the  proposed  building 
(or  the  equivalent  of  56  years  of  operational  energy  con- 
sumption) .     See  Response  150.     If  the  City  of  Paris  building 
were  rehabilitated  to  meet  Neiman-Marcus  design  standards 
(i.e.,  the  existing  facades  would  remain  without  insula- 
tion while  rebuilding  the  inside  and  a  new  structure  would 
be  constructed  at  133-157  Geary  Street) ,  the  energy  consump- 
tion would  be  approximately  4,500,000  kwh  per  year,  or 
20.17  kwh  per  square  foot  per  year,  as  compared  to  the 
proposed  project's  19.18  kwh  per  square  foot  per  year 
(Title  24  requirements  are  19.53  kwh  per  square  foot  per 
year) . 

Comment  154;     "...I  think  this  subject  can  be  addressed  in 
the  EIR,  what  constitutes  impulse  buying? .. .you  bring 
people  up  the  escalator.     They  come  off.     They  circulate 
around  the  rotunda.     There  is  a  lot  of  activity  here." 

Response  154;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 


Albert  E.  Zinkland,  former  employee  of  the  City  of  Paris 

Comment  155;     "I'll  try  not  to  stray  from  the  EIR  report  although 
I  haven't  seen  one  and  I  have  only  heard  what  has  been 
said  here... it  seems  to  me  that  if  people  come  to  a  hearing 
like  this,  they  should  then  be  given  a  copy  of  the  EIR, 
the  expense  couldn't  be  that  great." 

Response  155;     A  copy  of  the  Draft  EIR  was  given  to  the  individual 
after  this  comment  at  the  public  hearing.     Copies  have 
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been  available  to  the  general  public  as  noticed  in  the 
San  Francisco  Progress  on  13  October  1978. 

Comment  156;     "...today  when  I  was  downtown  I  walked  on  the 
block  that  the  City  of  Paris  is  bounded  on,  on  Stockton 
and  down  Geary,  down  Grant  and  up  O'Farrell,  and  on  not 
one  pole  did  I  see  a  sign  posted  that  said  that  there 
was  going  to  be  a,  an  EIR  hearing  today." 

Response  156;     No  notices  were  posted  in  the  referenced  block. 
Notice  both  of  the  availability  of  the  Draft  EIR  and  of 
the  date,  time  and  place  of  the  public  hearing  on  the 
Draft  EIR  was  published  in  the  San  Francisco  Progress, 
a  newspaper  of  general  circulation,  as  required  by  State 
law.     Copies  of  this  notice  were  mailed  to  a  general  mailing 
list  maintained  by  the  Department's  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  containing  names  of  persons  interested  in  environ- 
mental matters.     The  Draft  EIR  inside  title  page  indicates 
the  date  of  the  public  hearing;  over  100  copies  of  the 
Draft  EIR  were  distributed  before  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

In  addition,  the  Agenda  for  the  special  City  Planning 
Commission  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  was  sent  to  the  usual 
Department  mailing  list. 

Comment  157;     "I  think  that  when  there  are  going  to  be  Planning 
Commission  Hearings,  that  they  should  be  listed  in  both 
the  Chronicle  and  the  Examiner  and,  to  my  knowledge,  like 
in  a  section  close  to  where  the  Want  Ads  are  or  where 
the  moon  and  the  sun  and  that  business  is.     I  don't  think 
that  they  are.     I  have  never  seen  them  listed." 

Response  157;     For  many  years  notices  on  Planning  Commission 
Public  Hearings  were  placed  near  the  Want  Ads  in  the  San 
Francisco  Examiner.     A  change  was  made  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  reduce  City  costs  after  the  passage  of 
Proposition  13.     Ads  are  now  placed  in  the  San  Francisco 
Progress. 

Comment  158;     "...in  Harper's  Bazaar  or  Vogue  in  the  November 

issue,  Neiman-Marcus  ran  an  ad  for  furs  in  $25,000,  I  think 
it  was,  to  $150,000  price  range.     How  can  you  convey  mer- 
chandise like  this  on  conveyor  belts?" 

Response  158;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 

Comment  159;     "Also,  I  have  a  question.     If  there  were  an  earth- 
quake today,  would  the  glass  dome  hold?" 
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Response  159;     If  an  earthquake  similar  to  the  1906  San  Francisco 
earthquake  were  to  occur  today,  the  separate  pieces  of 
glass  that  make  up  the  art  glass  dome  would  most  probably 
fall  down  as  a  result  of  earthquake-associated  ground 
shaking.     For  a  discussion  of  safety  measures  regarding 
dismantling  the  dome  and  incorporation  into  the  proposed 
building,  please  see  Response  1. 

Comment  160;     "You  know,  there  are  a  lot  of  things  that  are 
wrong  with  Union  Square  and  there  are  a  lot  of  things 
that  are  wrong  with  the  City.     And  I  do  think,  most  of 
all,  we  do  need  the  450  or  500  jobs." 

Response  160;     No  response. 

Comment  161;     "...most  of  the  time  the  City  of  Paris  was  in 
receivership  and  was  owned  by  the  —  I  think  it  was  the 
Bank  of  California." 

Response  161;     The  City  of  Paris  was  not  in  receivership,  but 
was  in  debt  to  the  Bank  of  California.     The  Bank  in 
1970-71  required  the  store  to  liquidate  substantial  amounts 
of  inventory  to  reduce  this  debt. 


Robert  Leste,  Strause  Greenberg  and  Company,  Hillsdale,  Illinois 

Comment  162;     "In  any  case,  my  original  interest  in. .. approaching 
the  City  of  Paris  Building,  in  any  event,  was  to  determine 
if  the  building  could  be  purchased.     Obviously,  that  deci- 
sion or  that  potential  awaits  the  outcome  of  this  meeting 
and  the  subsequent  proceedings." 

Response  162;     Neiman-Marcus  has  stated  that  the  property 
is  not  for  sale. 

Comment  163;     "I  want  to  amplify  the  setting  of  rational  growth 
objectives  for  the  retail  core  area  of  San  Francisco  as 
opposed  to  lengthy  list  of  conservation  items  that  are 
inherent  in  the  urban  plan  adopted  in  '71  and  repeated 
in  the  EIR. 

"It  strikes  me  that  the  most  serious  limitation  of  the 

draft  EIR  is  its  inability  to  resolve  or  address  the  'conflict 

of  interest'  inherent. 

"Perhaps  the  principal  problem  with  the  draft  EIR,  there- 
fore, rests  in  the  absence  of  a  coherent  retail  expansion 
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plan  for  the  city,  for  the  core  area  city  of  San  Francisco. 
For  example,  as  presently  constituted,  the  urban  design 
plan  adopted  in  1971,  and  therefore,  this  EIR  fails  to 
provide  a  blueprint  for  the  expansion  and  at  the  same 
time  the  retention  of  the  city's  principal  architectural 
landmarks  as  referred  to  in  chapter  4." 

Response  163;     The  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  includes 

a  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  which  addresses  San  Fran- 
cisco's economic  needs  and  in  particular  encourages 
specialty  retail  shopping  facilities  in  the  retail  core. 
Relevant  Objectives  and  Policies  from  this  Master  Plan 
Element  have  been  added  to  the  Land  Use  Impacts  section 
of  the  EIR;  see  Response  61.     These  policies  do  not  neces- 
sarily conflict  with  policies  to  preserve  important  older 
buildings  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 

Comment  164;     "The  result  is  a  continual,  never  ending  dichotomy 
between  the  interests  of  San  Francisco  aesthetics. . .and 
the  business  community." 

Response  164;     Rather  than  a  dichotomy  between  the  City  Planning 
policies  and  the  City's  economic  needs,  the  problem  might 
be  better  viewed  as  a  balancing  of  aesthetic,  urban  design, 
and  preservation  issues  with  economic  and  social  issues. 
The  goals  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan  acknowledge  the  need  to  maintain 
a  healthy  and  diverse  economy,  to  provide  jobs  for  the 
City's  unemployed  and  to  maintain  and  enhance  the  environ- 
ment.    The  third  goal,  Environmental  Quality,  states; 

"San  Francisco's  unique  and  attractive  environ- 
ment is  one  of  the  principal  reasons  San  Fran- 
cisco is  a  desirable  place  for  residents  to 
live,  businesses  to  locate  and  tourists  to 
visit. 

"The  pursuit  of  employment  opportunities  and 
economic  expansion  must  not  be  at  the  expense 
of  the  environment  appreciated  by  all." 

(Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  page  9  of  Proposal  for 
Citizen  Review  as  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
on  29  June  1978.) 

As  noted  in  the  Master  Plan,  these  areas  of  economic  vital- 
ity, social  equality,  and  environmental  quality  are  inter- 
related, rather  than  in  continual  opposition.     See  the  revise 
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Chapter  IV,  Section  C,  for  a  discussion  of  relevant  policies 
and  objectives  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the 
Master  Plan. 


Richard  Morten,  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Comment  165;  "...I  believe  there  was  an  inadequate  discussion 
on  the  economic  multiplier  effect  of  this  particular  pro- 
ject. 

"There  is  no  discussion  of  permanent  payrolls .. .There 
is  no  discussion  about  the  construction  versus  rehabilita- 
tion, the  project  multiplier  effect  on  that.     The  focus 
is  just  on  the  retail  sales  activity." 

Response  165;     A  change  has  been  made  in  the  text  for  footnote  1, 
page  75a  to  further  discuss  the  multiplier  effect. 

Comment  166;     "I  recognize  the  difficulty  the  Department  may 
have  because  there  is  not  a  Bay  Area  or  San  Francisco 
model,  economic  model,  but  I  believe  there  should  be  better 
data  that  could  support  this  particular  project." 

Response  166;     The  EIR  indicates  that  the  creation  of  the 

Neiman-Marcus  store  would  create  450  new  jobs,  add  approxi- 
mately   2.9     million  dollars  to  the  tax  revenue,  of  which 
San  Francisco  would  receive    about        one  million  dollars 
annually.     A  multiplier  effect  would  occur  that  would  add 
to  the  economy  in  addition  to  employee  payrolls  and  taxes. 

It  is  also  expected  that  the  implementation  of  the  proposed 
project  would  add  to  the  increased  trend  of  retail 
sales  activity  in  the  Union  Square  area  (page  76  in  the 
EIR)  . 

Because  the  City  of  Paris  building  is  vacant,  there  is 
a  resultant  loss  of  jobs  and  potential  contribution  to 
the  economy.     The  Neiman-Marcus  store  would  stop  that 
loss  from  continuing  and  would  stimulate  the  economy  through 
creation  of  jobs  and  retail  sales. 

Comment  167;     "There  is  also  inadequate  discussion  of  the 

projected  costs  of  new  construction  versus  rehabilitation 
of  the  City  of  Paris  building." 

Response  167;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 
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Comment  168:     "If  rehabilitation  is  a  viable  alternative  as 
to  the  art  glass  dome  and  the  rotunda,  there  has  been 
no  discussion  about  if  the  rehabilitation  can  be  done  in 
a  safe  manner.     It  raises  a  potential  hazard  that  hasn't 
been  dealt  with,  and  whether  or  not  during  rehabilitation 
the  art  glass  dome  can  even  be  safely  protected. 

"The  same  questions  that  are  asked  about  whether  the  dome 
can  be  taken  out  and  reconstructed  have  to  be  asked  whether 
the  dome  can  be  safely  rehabilitated." 

Response  168;     See  Response  1. 

Comment  169;     "After  Neiman-Marcus ,  what  developer  would  want 

to  undertake  this  project?. . .So  where  are  the  alternatives? 
Are  they  valid,  realistic,  and  supported  by  people  that 
are  going  to  implement  them  rather  than  pulling  them  out 
of  the  air?" 

Response  169;     See  Response  62  and  the  revised  page  98,  Section  D. 

Comment  170:     "There  is  also  no  discussion  of  the  economic 

or  environmental  impact  of  the  long-vacant  City  of  Paris 
building  on  Union  Square,  the  retail  commercial  area,... 

"The  merchants  organizations .. .have  been  waiting  for  a 
feasible  alternative  for  many  years.     And  if  Neiman-Marcus 
does  not  come  in  to  being,  when  will  this  vacant  building 
on  Union  Square  become  a  member  of  the  economic  and  community 
structure  of  this  city  again?" 

Response  170;     Although  not  quantifiable,  a  vacant  building 

in  the  heart  of  the  downtown  retail  trade  area  represents 
a  loss  of  jobs,  loss  of  revenue  to  the  City,  and  no  contri- 
bution to  the  commercial  retail  trade  activity  of  the 
area.     If  Neiman-Marcus  were  to  find  an  interested  buyer 
and  were  willing  to  sell  the  site,  property  transactions 
could  take  many  months.     Preparation  of  plans  and  permit 
processing  for  a  new  use  could  take  a  year  or  more,  and 
if  any  construction  or  rehabilitation  were  involved,  this 
could  take  additional  months  or  years.    Without  a  specific 
proposal  from  a  particular  interested  party  it  is  not 
possible  to  predict  the  exact  length  of  time  that  it  would 
take  before  the  site  would  become  part  of  the  retail  activity 
of  downtown  San  Francisco. 

Comment  171:     "There  is  also  no  discussion  of  the  loss  of 

city  revenues,  the  lost  economic  ripple  effect  throughout 
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the  economy,  the  lost  job  creation  potential,  the  lost 
incomes  to  residents  of  the  City  over  the  past  several 
years  that  the  major  retail  outlet  is  vacant  on  the  corner 
of  Union  Square... If  you  look  down  the  streets  there 
are  so  many  vacant  buildings  downtown.     This  may  not  be 
of  concern  to  some  people  that  have  jobs,  that  have  the 
opportunities,  that  do  come  down  to  hearings  like  this 
to  propose  alternatives  to  save  some  kind  of  structure, 
but  to  the  7.6  percent  unemployed  in  this  city  who  are 
not  represented  in  the  EIR  report,  that  is  the  question. 
How  long  do  we  wait  for  the  viable  alternatives  to  come 
about?" 

Response  171;     The  creation  of  450  new  jobs  in  retail  trade 
may  not  affect  the  unemployment  rate  in  the  City,  but 
Carter  Hawley  Hale  Stores,  Inc.  has  an  affirmative  outreach 
program  (added  as  Appendix  D  of  the  main  text) ,  and 
the  President  of  Neiman-Marcus,  Stanley  Marcus,  made  the 
following  statement  in  1968   (Minding  the  Store,  Stanley 
Marcus,  Little,  Brown  and  Co.,  Oct.  1974,  pp.  370-371) 
regarding  employment  opportunities  at  his  stores: 

"Inspired  by  the  action  of  the  Levi  Strauss  Company  of 
San  Francisco  on  the  subject  of  equal  employment,  and 
by  a  letter  that  its  president,  Walter  Haas,  had  sent 
to  its  suppliers,  I  drafted  a  letter  for  distribution 
to  all  of  the  companies  with  whom  we  did  business.  I 
submitted  it  to  our  executive  committee  and  I  am  very 
proud  of  the  fact  that  my  associates  gave  it  unanimous 
approval.    We  sent  it  out  in  the  form  of  a  New  Year's 
message  to  some  five  thousand  vendors  all  over  the  United 
States.    We  received  about  ten  replies  in  disagreement, 
but  hundreds  of  letters  expressed  enthusiasm  for  the  state- 
ment of  principle. 

"HAPPY  NEW  YEAR: 

"As  we  start  a  New  Year,  I  should  like  to  express 
my  appreciation  to  you  for  having  served  us 
so  well  during  the  past  year.     As  one  of  America's 
fine  specialty  stores  we  are  dependent  on  manu- 
facturers and  suppliers  who  can  understand  and 
appreciate  the  principals  of  quality  for  which 
we  stand. 

"1967  will  have  been  a  good  year  for  most  retailers 
and  manufacturers,  but  it  was  a  bad  year  for 
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our  country.    We  witnessed  riots  and  civil  distrub- 
ances  in  many  of  our  major  cities  which  threatened 
to  disrupt  the  nation.     None  of  us  can  feel 
secure  in  our  business,  however  prosperous  or 
well  managed  they  may  be,  if  we  have  disorder 
and  destruction  in  our  land.     A  large  part  of 
the  problems  facing  our  cities  is  caused  by 
poverty  and  discrimination  which  lead  to  frus- 
tration then  to  violence.     Steps  must  be  taken 
beyond  those  contemplated  in  current  programs, 
and  in  our  opinions  the  business  community  must 
assume  a  greater  degree  of  responsibility  than 
it  has  heretofore. 

"Specifically  we  feel  that  despite  obvious  diffi- 
culties, a  greater  effort  must  be  made  to  create 
job  opportunities  for  members  of  minority  groups. 
I  am  sure  that  you  have  given  thought  to  positive 
ways  in  which  businessmen  can  work  to  help  correct 
the  situation. 

"The  Federal  Government,  as  you  know,  requires 
that  every  one  of  its  suppliers  of  goods  and 
services  certifies  that  it  is  an  equal  opportunity 
employer.    We  believe  a  private  company  should 
do  no  less,  and  we  maintain  an  equal  opportunity 
policy  in  our  employment  program. 

"It  is  our  intention  to  include  notice  on  each 

of  our  purchase  orders  that  we  expect  our  suppliers 

to  follow  fair  employment  practices  as  a  condition 

of  the  order.    We  shall,  in  our  purchasing  activities, 

look  with  favor  upon  those  companies  which  are 

taking  positive  steps  toward  employing  and  training 

people  of  minority  groups. 

"In  implementing  this  policy,  we  will  continue 
to  buy  primarily  based  on  quality,  service  and 
price,  but  this  additional  factor  of  an  affirmative 
equal  opportunity  employment  policy  will  also 
be  considered  by  all  of  our  buyers.     In  the 
future  we  would  rather  do  business  with  a  company 
which  is  actively  and  sincerely  pursuing  a  policy 
of  equal  opportunity,  than  to  continue  to  do 
business  with  one  which  is  not. 

"In  our  belief  that  the  private  sector  should 
take  the  lead  in  this  country,  we  recommend 
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our  policy  to  you  and  hope  that  you  will  implement 
it  with  your  own  suppliers. 

"Again  may  I  thank  you  for  what  you've  done  for 
this  past  year.    With  the  opening  of  our  new 
store  in  Houston  in  the  fall  of  1968  we  look 
forward  to  achieving  new  sales  records,  to  which 
I  hope  your  company  will  be  an  active  participant. 

Sincerely, 

STANLEY  MARCUS 

"This  letter  was  not  a  grandstand  play  for  applause, 

even  though  we  received  it,  but  was  an  act  of  conviction." 

[Emphasis  in  original.] 

Additional  information  on  jobs  and  revenues  lost  when 
the  City  of  Paris  closed  is  provided  on  page  76.  On 
page  73,  a  new  paragraph  discusses  the  creation  of  new 
jobs. 


Thomas  Fitzgerald,  Engineer,  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  &  Kaplan, 
Engineers   (by  Vicki  Wagner) 

Comment  172;     "...we're  here  to  address  the  issue  of  the 

two  supposed  reports  that  were  entered  by  our  firm.  We're 
structural  engineers. 

"The  firm  of  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  &  Kaplan  issued  only  one 
report  on  their  structural  investigation  of  the  City  of 
Paris  building,  and  it  was  dated  April  14,  1974. 

"Early  in  1974  we  were  instructed  by  Mr.  William  Coblentz, 
attorney  for  Broadway-Hale,  Inc.,  to  perform  an  investigation 
into  the  feasibility  of  bringing  the  structure  of  the 
City  of  Paris  building  into  conformance  with  present  seismic 
code.     It  was  assumed  that  certain  structural  changes 
would  be  necessary  to  make  the  building  usable  as  a  retail 
store,  thereby  requiring  such  conformance;  Mr.  Coblentz 
was  not  very  specific  as  to  the  extent  of  these  changes. 

"For  our  study  we  had  available  to  us  structural  drawings 
of  the  original  building,  a  report  made  in  1959  by  the 
Pacific  Fire  Rating  Bureau,  a  report  of  the  San  Francisco 
Earthquake  and  Fire  by  A.L.A.  Himmelwright  in  1906,  and 
unlimited  access  to  the  building. 
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"It  was  soon  evident  that  the  capacity  of  this  building 
to  resist  seismic  was  even  lower  than  most  other  buildings 
of  the  same  general  age.     As  was  typical  of  such  buildings, 
neither  the  steel  frame  nor  the  brick  exterior  walls  could 
offer  any  substantial  capacity  to  transmit  lateral  loads. 

"The  concrete  floors  of  the  building  rest  on  terra  cotta 
arches  supported  on  the  lower  flanges  of  steel  floor  beams. 
This  terra  cotta  is  a  very  weak  and  brittle  material. 
Under  shock  load  of  earthquake,  it  would  shatter,  causing 
failure  in  the  floor  diaphragm  system.     A  very  large  amount 
of  structural  reinforcing  of  floors,  steel  frame,  and 
exterior  walls  would  be  necessary  to  bring  the  building 
up  to  seismic  code. 

"On  February  27,  1974,  we  hand-delivered  a  copy  of  the 
first  draft  of  our  report  to  Mr.  Coblentz  for  his  comments. 
Every  sheet  in  this  draft  was  marked  'preliminary'  and 
dated,  and  this  was  the  only  copy  made.     The  original 
never  left  our  files. 

"On  the  basis  of  the  facts  in  our  possession,  we  concluded 
that  the  relationship  between  the  cost  of  rehabilitating 
the  present  building,  and  demolition  and  construction 
of  a  new  building  would  depend  on  the  extent  of  structural 
changes  needed  to  make  the  building  practical  for  retail 
operation. 

"Mr.  Coblentz  pointed  out  that  very  extensive  alterations 
would  be  required  to  provide  better  circulation,  better 
stock  handling  and  storage,  et  cetera.     He  then  returned 
the  rough  draft  copy  to  us. 

"While  our  rough  draft  was  in  Mr.  Coblentz'  custody,  it 
evidently  came  into  the  temporary  possession  of  some  unscru- 
pulous person  or  persons  who  carefully  screened  out  the 
preliminary  stamp  and  date  on  each  sheet  and  made  many 
copies  to  create  the  illusion  that  this  was  a  final  report. 

"This  fraudulent  document  received  wide-spread  circulation 
among  the  foes  of  this  project. 

"With  Mr.  Coblentz'  comments  in  mind,  we  proceeded  to 
complete  our  report  which  was  issued  on  April  4,  1974. 
Our  report  concluded  that  it  is  not  economically  sound 
to  alter  the  present  building  to  suit  the  occupancy  of 
a  quality  retail  establishment. 
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"Nothing  that  has  occurred  in  the  intervening  time  has 
changed  our  belief  in  that  conclusion,  and  it  is  now  con- 
curred in  by  three  structural  engineers  of  high  professional 
qualifications  from  three  separate  firms,  reinforced  by 
the  best  cost  estimating  talent  available  in  this  area." 

Response  172;     No  response. 


Bradford  Paul,  Regional  Information  Officer  for  Western  Regional 
Office  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 

Comment  173:     "...The  point  was  made... that  rehab  is  generally 

75  percent  labor-intensive  and  new  construction  is  generally 
50  percent  intensive.     Fifty  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
new  project  is  involved  in  labor... with  the  rehab  alterna- 
tives, usually  the  construction  time  involved  in  rehab 
is  less  than  new  construction.    Which  means,  sooner." 

Response  173;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives, 

for  information  regarding  duration  of  construction  for 
each  alternative. 

Comment  174:     "Haley  Pruyn,  Developers,  Incorporated,  of 

Honolulu,  Hawaii,  did  make  an  offer  two  years  ago  to  buy 
the  building ...  to  rehabilitate  it.     Had  that  offer  been 
taken,  it  might  be  open  today." 

Response  174:    Mr.  Harold  Specter,  an  officer  in  the  Honolulu 
firm  of  Haley  Pruyn,  did  not  make  an  offer  to  Carter 
Hawley  Hale  Stores,  Inc.  or  to  Neiman-Marcus  to  purchase 
the  City  of  Paris  building.     He  investigated  purchasing 
the  building  about  two  years  ago  through  Grubb  and  Ellis 
Commercial  Brokerage  Company.    When  informed  that  Carter 
Hawley  Hale  had  already  purchased  it  several  years  prior  . 
to  that,  Mr.  Specter  did  not  pursue  the  question  further. 

Comment  175:     "One  comment  is  that  we  find  in  our  experience 
that  you  can  get  several  estimates  on  the  same  building 
depending  on  the  kind  of  work  they  are  familiar  with. 
It  depends  on  the  interest  of  the  client  in  many  cases, 
but  you  can  get  as  much  as  a  50  percent  or  100  percent 
difference  in  structural  costs." 


Telephone  conversations,  7  and  13  December  1978 


Response  175:     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives,  for 
discussion  of  the  costs  of  rehabilitation.     The  estimates 
were  prepared  by  Lee  Saylor  of  Lee  Saylor,  Inc.  (LSI). 
The  following  excerpt  is  taken  from  his  20  November  1978 
letter  to  Piero  Patri  of  Whisler-Patr i : 

"...LSI  has  been  fortunate  to  have  been  the  cost  engineer 
of  record  for  the  remodeling  of  such  structures  as  the 
California  State  Capital  (165,000  SF)  Nevada  State  (45,000 
SF)  Hotel  Oakland  (231,000  SF,  usable)  and  the  San  Francisco 
Opera  House  addition,  as  well  as  a  spate  of  lesser  known 
and  smaller  structures.     Many  of  these  structures  have 
been  found  to  have  the  same  problems  as  the  existing  City 
of  Paris  building... 

"One  of  the  most  serious  problems  with  reconstruction 
of  old  masonry  buildings,  is  cataloguing  and  restoration 
of  the  materials  to  historical  standards.     There  are  always 
numerous  deviations  from  the  most  carefully  drawn  and 
documented  plans,  causing  such  projects  to  have  cost  over- 
runs and  frequent  change  orders. 

"The  cost  of  reconstructing  just  the  structural  materials 
can  be  enormously  under  evaluated.     The  California  State 
Capital,  for  instance,  ran  more  than  $80.00  per  square 
foot  and  the  Oakland  Hotel  conversion  to  apartments  is 
currently  expected  to  run  close  to  $50.00  per  square  foot. 
Because  the  older  structures  were  built  without  lateral 
sway  in  mind,  frequently  shear  walls  must  be  added  that 
virtually  destroy  the  facility's  utility  as  a  viable 
and  functioning  entity  where  wide  open  spaces  are  needed. 

"We  believe  Mr.  Major's  costs,  because  of  the  problems 
encountered  with  previous  restorations  of  historically 
significant  buildings,  to  be  extremely  low." 

Comment  176;     "...there  is  not  a  lot  of  discussion  here  on 

the  exterior ...  something  that  we  think  is  something  that 
is  very  much  in  need  in  the  EIR." 

Response  176;     Project  Description  (Section  II. C,  pages  4  to  20) 
provides  a  description  of  the  proposed  building,  and 
Figures  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  and  10  graphically  depict 
the  proposed  project. 
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Commissioner  Bierman 


Comment  177;     "What  is  your  documentation  for  an  offer  from 
some  firm  in  Honolulu?" 

Response  177;     See  Response  174. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  178;     "Would  you  repeat  your  statement  about  what 
you  concluded  Mr.  Leste  was  saying?" 

Response  178;     by  Mr.  Paul:     "That  there  was  a  gentleman  interested 
in  the  property  if  it  were  on  the  market."    Mr.  Leste 
did  not  make  an  offer  to  purchase  the  City  of  Paris  build- 
ing at  the  Public  Hearing,  see    Response  162. 


Roger  Boyer,  Vice  President,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

Comment  179:     "The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  were  one  of  the 

neighborhood  organizations  that  supported  and  helped  collect 
the  6,000  signatures  urging  the  preservation  of  the  City 
of  Paris  four  years  ago.     In  that  time  we  have  not  been 
contacted  in  any  way,  informed,  or  asked  about  our  opinions 
concerning  the  status  of  this  building..." 

Response  179:     See  Responses  43  and  108. 

Comment  180:     "...we  hope  that  we  will  be  included  in  the  EIR 
process,  and  we  will  be  happy  to  meet  with  you  at  any 
time. " 

Response  180;     The  offer  is  appreciated.     See  also  Response  155. 


Jean  Kortum;     San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Comment  181:     "On  page  23,  the  section  dealing  with  widespread 
opposition  is  inadequate  for  reasons  that  have  already 
been  given  you." 

Response  181:     See  Response  27. 

Comment  182:     "On  page  50,  the  statement  that  the  saving 

of  the  rotunda  will  cause  the  new  building  to  'partially  con- 
form to  conservation  policy  4'   is  misleading,  again  for 
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reasons  that  have  been  given  you.     The  word  'partially' 
should  be  'minimally.'" 

Response  182:     See  Response  36. 

Comment  183;     "Somewhere  in  the  same  section,  environmental 

impact,  there  should  be  a  discussion  of  the  effects  that 
construction  will  have  on  adjoining  businesses,  perhaps 
somewhere  in  the  transportation  section  page,  about  page  56. 
Would  the  disruption  during  the  course  of  construction 
divert  shoppers  from  adjacent  areas  as  we  have  seen  in 
the  Fisherman's  Wharf  sewer  project  area?" 

Response  183;     Noise  impact  probably  would  have  the  most  poten- 
tial to  disrupt  shoppers.     Information  has  been  added  on 
page  68. 

Mr.  Ross,  Director  of  Store  Planning,  I.  Magnin,  and 
Mr.  Appleby,  Vice  President  and  Store  Manager  for  Macy's, 
have  stated  (telephone  conversation,  12  December  1978) 
that  construction  activities  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  would  not  be  expected  to  divert  shoppers  from 
either  store. 

Comment  184;     "Community  Concern,  page  76,  is  inadequate  for 
reasons  cited  many  times.     Our  own  consideration,  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow,  although  we  testified  in  initial  hear- 
ings, we  have  not  been  contacted  for  this  rather  peculiar 
section  called,  Community  Concerns.     If  one  is  going  to 
have  a  section  like  this,  EIR,  it  must  be  very  thorough 
to  be  balanced  and  non-prejudiced." 

Response  184:     See  Response  43. 

Comment  185:     "The  alternatives  on  page  91  refer  to  a  financial 
loss  on  the  part  of  Carter,  Hawley,  Hale,  and  I  think 
that  this  should  be  spelled  out  a  bit  more  in  the  EIR. " 

Response  185:     See  Response  49. 

Comment  186:     "I  won't  comment  on  the  30  percent  ruling  by 
Mr.  Levy,  except  to  say,  as  others  have  said,  that  the 
entire  letter  should  be  included.     It  is  a  very  curious 
ruling  if  that  is  in  truth  what  he  said." 

Response  186:     See  Responses  51  and  63. 
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Comment  187:     "Page  93  refers  to  a  structural  report.  Other 
people  have  made  the  point  that  all  structural  reports 
should  be  a  part  of  the  EIR. " 

Response  187;     Structural  reports  pertaining  to  the  City  of 
Paris  building  are  available  for  public  review  at  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of 
Environmental  Review.     For  a  discussion  of  additional 
structural  information  on  the  City  of  Paris,  see  Response  77. 

Comment  188;     "Again,  in  this  same  section,   'at  rather  extra- 
ordinary cost1,   'extraordinary'  is  a  strange  word  for  an 
EIR,  especially  now  that  cost  figures  have  really  been 
developed.     The  paragraphs  quoted  in  the  letters  from 
the  engineers  are  self-serving.     They  are  empty  of  fact 
and  do  not  belong  in  an  impartial  report." 

Response  188;     See  Response  54. 

Comment  189;  "The  reference  to  extra  cost  is  undocumented 
and  apparently  a  ballpark  figure." 

Response  189:     See  Response  52. 

Comment  190:     "Page  93,  again,  other  people  made  the  point 

we  don't  really  have  Neiman-Marcus '  marketing  philosophy, 
and  so  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  why  certain  alternatives 
are  not  practical." 

Response  190:     See  Response  52. 

Comment  191;  "...the  EIR,  to  be  entirely  thorough,  really 
should  include  survey  evaluations  made  by  such  groups 
as  City  Planning  itself,  Heritage's  downtown  survey..." 

Response  191:  See  Response  237  for  discussion  of  the  City 
Planning  Survey.  Heritage  has  completed  its  downtown 
survey  but  has  not  yet  issued  the  report  on  the  results. 


Peggy  Lang 

Comment  192:     "Insofar  as  the  EIR  section  on  the  Community 

Concerns  and  a  section  on  Organizations  Consulted,  I  think 

the  State  Preservation  Office  should  have  been  consulted 

for  its  opinion  of  the  historical  importance  of  this  building." 
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Response  192;     In  the  preparation  of  this  EIR,  the  California 
State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  was  'contacted,  as 
indicated  in  Chapter  IX,  Organizations  and  Persons  Consulted, 
and  comments  have  been  received  from  this  Office  (see 
Responses  398  to  412) . 

Comment  193:     "...I  just  want  to  make  it  very  clear  that  the 

Californians  for  Preservation  Action  is  on  record  in  favor  of  saving 
this  building  because  of  its  architectural  and  historical 
significance. " 

Response  193;     See  Responses  18  and  69. 


Stewart  Morton,  speaking  as  a  private  citizen 

Comment  194:     "...there  is  a  very  obvious  lack  of  something 

that  is  missing  that  really  should  be  here  on  the  Alternative 
Section  of  the  EIR....    There  isn't  a  section  stating: 
Alternative  Buyers  or  Developers  for  the  site  and  it  really 
should  be  outlined.    There  are  some  possible  people  who 
are  hiding  because  of  the  power  of  Neiman-Marcus  because 
I  think  that  there  are  some  developers  for  that  site. 
I  think  that  that  should  be  mentioned  in  the  EIR." 

Response  194:     by  Commissioner  Rosenblatt:     "Before  we  can 
do  anything,  we  have  to  have  an  explanation  about  what 
you  mean.    When  you  say  that  they  are  'hiding1  because 
of  the  'power'  of  Neiman-Marcus,  what  does  it  mean,  and 
if  it  is  true,  how  are  we  as  authors  and  they  as  consultants 
going  to  determine  whether  in  fact  there  are  existing 
potential  buyers?" 

See  Response  174  for  further  discussion. 


Stewart  Morton 

Comment  195:     "I  don't  know.     I  think  that  other  retailers 

are  not  willing  to  say  anything.    This  is  all  subjective 
on  my  behalf,  but  I  think  part  of  the  EIR  should  state 
that  there  is,  or  at  least  make  an  effort  to  find  out 
if  there  is  other  retailers  that  would  like  to  use  the 
site  as  it  is. 

"What  I  am  saying  is  that  the  Alternative  Section  some- 
how is  not  complete." 
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Response  195;     by  Commissioner  Rosenblatt:     "If  there  is  no 
way  for  us  to  determine  that,  there  is  nothing  we  can 
do  to  include  it."    See  also  Response  174. 


Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  196;     "Are  you  saying  that  specific  developers  should 
be  talked  about?" 

Response  196;     by  Mr.  Morton;     "...No,  I  can't.     I  don't  think 
that  it  is  possible  to."     (See  also  Responses  174  and 
216.) 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  197;     "You  could  call  Macy's  and  ask  them." 

Response  197;     See  the  following  letter  dated  4  December  1978 
from  James  W.  Moore,  Executive  Vice  President  of  Macy's. 

"...[the]   inquiry  as  to  the  practicality  of  merchandising 
in  the  old  City  of  Paris  building  on  the  corner  of  Stockton 
and  Geary,  I  would  make  the  following  comments; 

"My  primary  concern,  other  than  for  the  overall  physical 
condition  of  the  building  itself,  would  be  the  need  for 
adequate  vertical  transportation;  as  I  remember,  no  esca- 
lators existed  and  customers  were  served  with  only  two 
small  banks  of  elevators.    This  might  suffice  for  a  small 
volume  speciality  store  but  would  be  woefully  inadequate 
for  the  typical  Neiman-Marcus. 

"My  second  concern  is  the  Rotunda  itself.  Inadequate 
space  remains  on  the  2nd,  3rd  and  4th  floors  for  the  creation 
of  selling  departments.     In  effect,  only  the  main  floor 
is  adequate  today  to  house  merchandise. 

"I  believe  it  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  city 
of  San  Francisco  to  allow  the  construction  of  an  adequate 
sized  retail  store  at  that  location.     Many  permanent  jobs 
are  at  stake." 

Comment  198:     "I  don't  know,  but  Bullocks  certainly  wants 
a  downtown  section,  but  have  they  been  asked?" 
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Response  198:     by  Planning  Director  Okamoto:     "The  Department 
is  often,  I  think,  unfairly  criticized  for  stepping  out 
of  its  role  and  into  the  marketplace  so  to  speak,  and 
that  kind  of  activity  would  in  fact  be  interpreted  that 
way.    We  cannot  really  be  brokers  in  that  sense."  See 
also  Response  216. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  199:     "...my  question  is  going  to  relate  to  three 

things:    Was  there  a  structural  analysis  done?    And  it's 
been  indicated  earlier  that  one  had  not  been  done." 

Response  199:     See  Response  77. 

Comment  200:     "Secondly,  the  question  about  whether  there 
was  any  cost  estimate  of  a  refurbishing  or  rebuilding 
of  the  existing  building..." 

Response  200:     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 

Comment  201:     "My  understanding  of  what  Mr.  Fitzgerald  is 

saying  is  that  the  initial  report  that  they  did  in  a  pre- 
liminary fashion  did  not — because  of  the  nature  of  the 
way  the  questions  were  asked — did  not  address  the  questions 
that  were  ultimately  relevant  to  the  applicant." 

Response  201:     Correct.     See  also  Comment  172. 


James  Keefer,  Mission  Planning  Council 

Comment  202:     "There  is  no  guarantee  that  these  400  jobs  or 
so  would  be  going  to  San  Franciscans.     Might  very  well 
be  going  to  people  from  Daly  City  and  San  Mateo  and  other 
points  on  the  Peninsula  and  these  people  would  be  driving 
through  the  Mission  District  causing  pollution  in  our 
area. 

"If  some  local  individual  might  develop  it  perhaps  he 
would  be  hiring  San  Franciscans  who  could  then  take  the 
MUNI  up  to  do  their  work  at  the  store." 

Response  202:    Whether  the  employer  is  a  local  firm  or  from 
out  of  town,  it  is  illegal  to  preferentially  hire  San 
Franciscans  or  discriminate  against  non-San  Franciscans 
in  hiring.     It  is  expected  that  most  of  the  clerical  and 
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sales  staff   (comprising  400  of  the  450  employees)  would 
live  in  San  Francisco. 

Comment  203;     "We  inquired  whether  it  was  a  union  shop.  We 

have  always  supported  a  strong  union  stand  and  we  believe 
that  union  and  management  working  together  can  make  for 
much  healthier  economic  and  social  environment.    We  are 
informed  that  they  have  a  tradition  of  nonunionism  which 
they  intend  to  preserve." 

Response  203:     See  Response  143. 

Comment  204;     "We  inquired  —  since  many  of  our  members  are 

Latins,  many  of  the  people  living  in  the  Mission  District 
are  Latins  —  how  their  relationship  had  been  with  Latins 
and  Negroes.     And  they  informed  us  that  being  from  Texas 
they  had  a  long  history  of  dealing  with  Latins  and  Negroes." 

Response  204:     See  Response  171. 

Comment  205:     "We  further  inquired  as  to  what  their  employ- 
ment policies  are  in  relation  to  women  since  women  are 
considered  a  minority  group  and  we  were  assured  that  mer- 
chandising as  a  whole,  it  was  remarkable  place  for  the 
entry  of  women  into  the  business  community. 

"And  I  asked  —  they  said  they  had  something  like  85  per- 
cent of  their  staff  were  women.     Yes,  but  how  about  in 
your  upper  echelons?    The  percentage  was  much  smaller 
by  a  considerable  degree." 

Response  205:     Neiman-Marcus  employs  overall  75%  women  (at  all 
employment  levels) .     At  the  officer/department  manager 
level,  60%  are  women. 


Gerda  Fulder,  Member,  Haight-Ashbury  Improvement  Association 

Comment  206:     "...we  were  instrumental  in  helping  to  collect — 
I'm  addressing  myself  to  page  76  of  the  DEIR,  under  Com- 
munity Concern. .. 66 , 000  signatures  for  the  retainment 
of  the  building." 

Response  206:     See  Response  43. 

Comment  207:     "...how  is  it  possible  if  the  building  is  struc- 
turally unsound  as  it  was  stated  here  about  that  that 
it  survived  the  1906  Earthquake?     I  understand  the  only 


-70- 


damage  from  the  building  at  that  time  was  from  the  fire 
and  not  from  the  quake." 

Response  207:     by  Dr.  Bendix:     "When  a  building  survived  you 
don't  know  if  it  had  a  margin  of  safety  of  a  thousandth 
of  one  percent  or  fifty  percent.     All  you  know  is  that 
it  survived."     See  also  Response  38. 


Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  208;     "Maybe  we  should  have  that  in  the  EIR.  That 
answer  should  be  in  whether  the  fire  or  the  quake..." 

Response  208;     See  Responses  38,  39  and  207. 


David  Wasserman 

Comment  209:    Mr.  Wasserman  read  a  letter  from  Donna  Kostukowich 
at  the  Public  Hearing  regarding  the  proposed  project  and 
Neiman-Marcus .     The  comments  did  not  pertain  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  EIR. 

Response  209:     See  Comment  and  Response  413. 


Winchell  Hayward 

Comment  210:     "I  would  like  to  also  suggest  the  possibility 

that  the  requirement  for  strengthening  the  building  might 
not  be  necessary  if  the  amount  of  improvements  did  not 
exceed  30  percent  of  the  value  of  the  building.     I  believe 
that  the  requirement  for  invoking  the  Earthquake  Code 
depends  upon  the  amount  of  improvements  or  the  changes 
that  are  contemplated  in  the  building. 

"And  if  sweeping  changes  were  not  contemplated  in  the 
building,  perhaps  it  would  not  be  necessary  legally  to 
invoke  the  Earthquake  Code." 

Response  210:     by  Commissioner  Rosenblatt:     "Mr.  Hayward, 

on  page  93  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  there  is 
a  statement  that  Mr.  Robert  Levy,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspec- 
tion, had  determined  that  enough  reconstruction  was  done 
subsequent  to  the  1906  Earthquake  to  already  constitute 
the  allowable  30  percent  alteration."    Mr.  Levy's  letter 
has  been  added  to  the  text,  see  Response  63.     The  applicable 
Building  Code  section  is  based  on  structural  or  archi- 
tectural alteration  work,  not  building  value. 
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Commissioner  Rosenblatt 


Comment  211:     "Earlier  comments  related  to  asking  that  the 

total  letter  be  included  in  the  record. . .Does  the  totality 
of  the  letter  in  any  sense  lead  one  to  a  conclusion  differ- 
ent that  what's  in  the  EIR?" 

Response  211;     by  Dr.  Bendix:     nI  think  if  anything  it  strengthens 
what's  in  the  EIR,  because  I  don't  believe  that  what  was 
stated  in  the  EIR  made  it  clear  that  that  30  percent  applies 
to  the  cumulative  alterations  that  have  been  made  in  the 
building  since  the  time  the  building  was  built."  See 
also  Response  63. 


Mr.  Winchell  Hayward 

Comment  212;     "The  other  suggestion  that  was  made  earlier 
in  the  evening  was  that  a  different  applicant  under  a 
different  timetable  or  different  permit  application  might 
perceive  a  different  interpretation  from  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection." 

Response  212:    Mr.  Robert  Levy,  Superintendent  of  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection,  has  stated  that  the  Code  provides 
little  room  for  interpretation,  and  unless  the  Code  were 
changed,  a  different  interpretation  would  not  be  likely, 
since  Section  104. B    of  the  Code  is  quite  specific  regarding 
structural  alterations. 


Bill  Eisen,  President  of  Park  Presidio  Neighborhood  Association 
in  the  Inner  Richmond 

Comment  213:     "I  would  also  like  to  go  on  record  in  vehement 

disagreement  with  Mr.  Levy's  interpretation  of  the  30  per- 
cent structural  alteration  requirement  here  on  page  92. 


Section  104. B  of  San  Francisco  Building  Code  reads  in 
part  as  follows: 

"When  more  than  30%,  cumulative  since  the  building  was  built, 
of  the  above  grade  area  of  the  building  or  structure  are  involved 
in  substantial  structural  alteration  work,  the  entire  building 
or  structure  shall  comply  with  the  structural  requirements 
of  Section  104. F." 
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"And  I  think  it  is  quite  clear.     It  says  —  and  I  presume 
that  this  is  a  quote  from  the  Building  Code  —  'When  more 
than  30  percent  structural  alteration  is  done  on  a  building 
which  does  not  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  the  entire  structure  must  be  brought  up  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  present-day  Building  Code.1 

"This  particular  sentence  is  clearly  in  the  present  tense, 
not  in  the  past  tense.     And  it  says  'alteration  is  done.'" 

Response  213:     by  Commissioner  Rosenblatt:     "That  is  not  a 

quote  from  the  Code."  The  applicable  Building  Code  section 
is  quoted  in  the  letter  from  Mr.  Levy  to  Mr.  Johnson  repro- 
duced in  Response  63.     See  also  Response  212. 

Comment  214:     "In  addition,  I  feel  it  is  inconceivable  that 
a  determination  of  whether  or  not  a  building  had  been 
altered  from  its  original  design  would  be  used  as  a  criterion 
for  meeting  current  building  codes. 

"If  this  were  the  case,  then  each  building  that  had  ever 
undergone  such  changes  would  be  required  to  meet  each 
new  Building  Code  which  is  clearly  not  the  situation  as 
it  currently  exists  in  San  Francisco." 

Response  214:     Section  104. A  through  104. F  of  the  Building 

Code  rather  specifically  delineate  when  the  structure  must 
be  capable  of  meeting  the  force  levels  required  in  Sections 
2308  and  2314. D  through  2314. H.     All  buildings  in  which 
there  is  alteration,  repair  or  reconstruction  are  subject 
to  the  Code  criteria.     Basically  the  intent  of  the  Code 
is  to  require  that  when  substantial  work  is  being  done 
or  cumulatively  is  done,  the  building  should  be  able  to 
resist  a  given  level  of  seismic  forces.     Gradually  in 
this  way,  buildings  will  be  made  reasonably  safe  against 
earthquake  without  undue  hardship. 

Comment  215:     "I'd  also  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  Sec- 
tion 21002.1   (Section  B)  of  the  Environmental  Quality 
Act  which  states: 


'Each  public  agency  shall  mitigate  or  avoid  the 
significant  effects  of  the  environment  of  projects 
it  approves  or  carries  out  whenever  it  is  feasible 
to  do  so. ' 
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"Section  21002  also  states: 

'The  procedures  required  by  this  division  are  in- 
tended to  assist  public  agencies  in  systematically 
identifying  both  the  significant  effects  of  proposed 
projects  and  the  feasible  alternatives  or  feasible 
mitigation  measures  which  will  avoid  or  substantially 
lessen  such  significant  effects.1 

"The  word  'feasible'   is  mentioned  three  times  here.  Clearly 
the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  law  is  to  require  a  deter- 
mination of  the  feasibility  of  the  alternatives. 

"And  I  refer  you  to  the  alternative  on  page  92  which  refers 
to  the  restoration  of  the  City  of  Paris  Building  retaining 
the  existing  six  floors. 

"And  I  also  note  on  page  93  that  no  cost  figures  have 
been  developed  for  this  alternative  yet.     And  I  feel  that 
in  order  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  this  alternative, 
cost  figures  would  have  to  be  developed  and,  therefore, 
I  do  not  feel  that  this  EIR  on  that  basis  is  in  compliance 
with  the  Environmental  Quality  Act  because  it  does  not 
make  an  adequate  determination  of  the  feasibility  of  the 
alternatives. " 

Response  215;     California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  Section 
21002.1,    (B)   reads:     "Each  public  agency  shall  mitigate 
or  avoid  the  significant  effects  on  the  environment  of 
projects  it  approves  or  carries  out  whenever  it  is  feasible 
to  do  so."     (emphasis  added) 

Section  21002  states  in  full: 

"The  Legislature  finds  and  declares  that  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  state  that  public  agencies  should  not 
approve  projects  as  proposed  if  there  are  feasible 
alternatives  or  feasible  mitigation  measures  avail- 
able which  would  substantially  lessen  the  significant 
environmental  effects  of  such  projects,  and  that 
the  procedures  required  by  this  division  are  intended 
to  assist  public  agencies  in  systematically  identi- 
fying both  the  significant  effects  of  proposed  projects 
and  the  feasible  alternatives  or  feasible  mitigation 
measures  which  will  avoid  or  substantially  lessen 
such  significant  effects.     The  Legislature  further 
finds  and  declares  that  in  the  event  specific  economic, 
social,  or  other  conditions  make  infeasible  such 
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project  alternatives  or  such  mitigation  measures, 
individual  projects  may  be  approved  in  spite  of  one 
or  more  significant  effects  thereof." 

Regarding  cost  figures  for  the  alternatives,  see  the  revised 
Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII) . 


Dick  Overstreet 

Comment  216;     "...ideally  for  this  EIR  to  be  complete  and 

totally  comprehensive,  in  other  words,  to  study  all  aspects 
of  all  impacts  on  the  environment,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  publish  some  sort  of  public  notice  or  elsewhere  in 
the  press  to  request  realistic  and  concrete  offers  for 
the  purchase  and  development  of  this  building." 

Response  216:     See  Responses  174,  195  and  198.     It  would  not 
be  appropriate  for  the  City  to  advertise  for  buyers  of 
property  that  it  did  not  own;   it  would  be  equally  inappro- 
priate for  the  City  to  act  as  an  agent  for  Neiman-Marcus 
if  they  were  willing  to  sell  the  property. 

Comment  217;     "And  also  for  the  record,  I  would  very  much 

like  to  question  the  ethics  of  official  letters  coming 
out  of  the  Mayor's  Office,  15  letters  coming  out  of  the 
Mayor's  Office,  and  they  are  all  of  this  sort: 

'Thank  you  for  this  letter.     As  you  know,  we  are 
trying  to  preserve  all  we  can  of  the  City  of  Paris 
Building.     But  I'm  sure  you  understand  that  neither 
the  City  nor  the  owner  of  the  building  can  afford 
to  leave  it  empty  forever.     Sincerely,  George  Moscone.' 

"I  have  20  letters  of  this  sort  from  the  Mayor's  Office." 

Response  217;     The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  does 

not  prohibit  discussion  of  a  proposed  project  during  prepara- 
tion of  an  EIR;  the  law  requires  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared 
and  considered  before  decision  makers  act  on  a  proposed 
project.     The  Mayor's  letter  neither  approved  nor  dis- 
approved the  Neiman-Marcus  proposal.     It  would  not  have 
been  appropriate  for  the  Mayor  to  have  refused  to  answer 
correspondence . 
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Commissioner  Bierman 


Comment  218;     "On  page  145... the  Christmas  tree.     It  is  my 

view  that  there  is  some  misunderstanding  as  to  the  importance 
of  the  Christmas  tree,  and  I  don't  think  that  the  EIR 
deals  with  it. 

"The  thing  that  isn't  covered  is  that  directly  catty-corner 
to  Union  Square  there  must  be  50  trees  all  decorated. 
So  that  the  magic  of  a  tree  in  this  window  is  not  what 
the  magic  of  a  tree  inside  a  rotunda  the  size  of  the  City 
of  Paris  was.     And  maybe  there  will  be  trees  in  Macy's 
windows  and  one  in  I.  Magnin's  window,  and  so  I  would 
like  that  covered  in  some  way,  I  would  like  some  descrip- 
tion of  the  square,  of  the  trees  that  are  in  the  square... 
Maybe  there  is  enough  in  here.     I  don't  know.     But  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  magic,  if  we're  going  to  talk  about 
the  magic,  the  magic  was  the  interior,  not  something  that's 
out  with  the  rest  of  the  trees  even  though  I  love  trees." 

Response  218;     Additional  information  on  the  Christmas  tree 
has  been  provided  in  Appendix  C,  page  145. 

Comment  219 ;     "The  employment  in  the  remodeled  stores,  there 
aren't  any  figures." 

Response  219;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 

Comment  220;     "Page  7,  it  talks  about  changing  sidewalk  material 
in  the  Union  Square  area.     I  thought  maybe  we  ought  to 
have  something  in  there  as  to  whether  other  sidewalk  mater- 
ials in  that  general  vicinity  are  dif f erent . . . I  thought 
we  might  have  a  little  more  discussion  on  as  to  whether 
that's  a  common  thing  or  why  it's  unusual." 

Response  220;     A  new  footnote  has  been  added  to  page  7,  to 
provide  more  information  on  sidewalks. 

Sidewalk  material  compatible  with  a  building  facade  is 
commonly  found  in  other  areas  of  downtown  San  Francisco; 
Market  Street  sidewalks  have  been  paved  with  brick  for 
its  length  from  the  Ferry  Building  to  Van  Ness  Avenue 
as  part  of  the  Market  Street  Beautif ication  project. 

Comment  221;     "On  page  50  it's  been  touched  on,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  where  it  talks  about  the  light  in  the  dome, 
from  the  dome,  it's  probably  an  error  in  the  way  it's 
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written  because  it  indicates  that  the  same  will  be  true 
now.     And  I  can't  believe  that  the  same  will  be  true 
because  the  light  will  be  coming  just  into  that  corner, 
and  I  don't  think  it  will  spread  through  the  store  like 
it  did  when  it  was  in  the  center  of  the  store." 

Response  221:     See  Responses  110  and  380. 

Comment  222:  "Since  we  have  figures  and  data  on  employment, 
it  seems  to  me  we  could  have  something  in  the  EIR  about 
Neiman-Marcus  Labor  Relations." 

Response  222:     See  Responses  143,  171,  202,  203,  and  204. 

Comment  223:     "I'd  like  to  even  know  how  many  times  they've 
had  to  be  picketed.     I  don't  know  if  they've  ever  had 
to  be." 

Response  223:     Neiman-Marcus  has  never  been  picketed. 

Comment  224:     "There's  a  tax  table  on  page  74... And  there's 
no  tax  table  for  the  alternate." 

Response  224:     The  Alternatives  Chapter  has  been  revised  to 

include  a  discussion  of  City  revenues  and  costs  associated 
with  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

Comment  225:     "Page  79... under  the  'Historical'  where  we  are 

trying  to  do  mitigation,  drawings ...  are  required,  they're 
required  by  law,  are  they  not,  for  the  National  Register 
if  the  building  is  to  be  demolished?" 

Response  225:     by  Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt:     "They're  not  required 
by  law  where  there's  a  private  undertaking." 

Comment  226:     "It's  unclear  to  me... Is  the  size  of  the  rotunda 
as  it's  brought  to  the  corner,  I  mean  the  dome  is  the 
same  I'm  presuming,  that  size  is  the  same  size?    The  rotunda 
will  be  the  same  size?" 

Response  226:     The  dome  and  Rotunda  would,  when  incorporated 
into  the  design  of  the  proposed  building,  maintain  the 
same  lateral  dimensions.     The  columns  supporting  the  Rotunda 
would  be  slightly  adjusted  vertically  to  fit  the  new  pro- 
posed floor  to  floor  heights.     In  spite  of  the  column 
adjustments,  the  fourth  level  of  the  Rotunda  would  be 
about  3  to  5  feet  lower  than  the  4th  floor  of  the  store 
and  would  be  accessible  by  3-5  steps.     When  placed  in 
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the  proposed  building,  the  Rotunda  would  be  partially 
enclosed  in  glass,  which  could  give  the  illusion  of  an 
enlargement  of  the  Rotunda. 

Comment  227;     "Now  in  the  pictures  today  it  showed  the  railing... 
will  be  preserved  in  the  same  size?" 

Response  227:     by  Dr.  Bendix:     "It's  to  be  disassembled  and 
reassembled."     See  also  Response  226. 

Comment  228:     "On  page  96  it  talks  about  some  stores  that 

are  available  and  I  heard  over  the  dinner  hour  that  some 
of  those  stores  aren't  available." 

Response  228:     See  Response  60. 

Comment  229:     "It  seems  to  me  that  in  here  there  is  really 

not  an  adequate  explanation  of  merchandising  that  could 
be  done  in  a  several-story  building." 

Response  229:     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 


Commissioner  Nakashima 

Comment  230:     "On  page  52,  the  last  sentence,   'The  building 
has  been  carefully  scaled  to  maintain  the  character  of 
the  other  historic  buildings  on  the  square. 1     I  would 
like  to  have  an  explanation  of  that  too,  I  guess,  tell 
us  what  character  of  this  projected  building  matches  what 
character  of  the  other  historical  buildings  on  the  square." 

Response  230:     The  only  other  buildings  on  Union  Square  with 
historic  status  are  the  V.C.  Morris  building,  located 
at  140  Maiden  Lane,  which  is  listed  as  San  Francisco  Land- 
mark #72,  and  the  Fitzhugh  Building  listed  on  the  National 
Register  in  March  1976.     The  Fitzhugh  building  is  currently 
in  the  process  of  being  demolished.     In  addition,  the 
St.  Francis  Hotel  on  the  west  side  of  the  Square  is  recog- 
nized as  a  historically  important  building.     The  referenced 
sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  Urban  Design  Impacts 
section.     See  the  revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  section  for 
a  discussion  of  the  architects'  design  process. 

Comment  231:     "Right  now  there  aren't  too  many  historic  build- 
ings left  on  the  square,  and  maybe  I'm  wrong." 

Response  231:     See  Response  230. 
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Comment  232;     "And  on  page  37,  about  the  marketing  impact, 
it  says  that  neither  the  Ellis-0 ' Farrell  or  the  Union 
Square  Garage  is  ever  really  full  on  weekdays,  and  I  would 
challenge  that  based  on  my  own  personel  experience.  And 
I  really  think  that  there  should  be  further  latest  data 
on  that  kind  situation,  because  I  really  feel  that  the 
parking  impacts  are  passed  over  too  lightly." 

Response  232;     Information  on  parking  has  been  added  to  para- 
graph 4,  page  37,  and  paragraph  1,  page  38. 

Comment  233;     "And  it  goes  all  the  way  back  to  page  130. 

It  says  that  on  weekends  there  would  be  estimated  225 
reserve  spaces.     Well,  I  would  be  surprised  if  that  was 
one-third  or  one-quarter  of  that  in  the  way  of  reserves 
on  a  weekend.     And  I  question  the  validity  of  that  kind 
of  statistic." 

Response  233;     The  225-space  parking  reserve  was  determined 

for  an  average  Friday,  on  the  basis  of  occupancy  estimates 
given  by  the  garage  operator  in  September  1977.  See 
Response  232. 

Comment  234;     "...in  three  different  places  the  statements 

about  the  fact  because  of  the  seriousness  of  the  parking 
deficiencies  and  also  the  overhead  on  the  MUNI  that  the 
people  would  not  use  automobiles  and  would  use  other  means 
to  get  to  the  new  store.     I'd  like  to  know  on  what  studies 
this  assumption  is  made,  that  people  would  change  their 
way  of  coming  to  Union  Square.     And  I'm  not  convinced 
that  they  would  get  out  of  their  automobile  and  use  other 
means  to  get  to  Union  Square,  so  I  would  like  to  have 
a  clarification  on  that." 

Response  234;     On  page  61   (second  paragraph)   regarding  the 
parking  deficiencies  the  text  has  been  revised. 

Comment  235;     "I  would  also  like  an  explanation  as  to  from 

what  knowledge  Carter  Hawley  Hale  would  experience  a  financial 
loss  if  they  would  have  to  sell  the  building." 

Response  235;     See  Response  49. 

Comment  236;     "The  last  thing  is  on  page  93,  again  the  state- 
ment about  no  cost  figures  for  the  alternative." 

Response  236;     See  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 
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Commissioner  Rosenblatt 


Comment  237:     "My  comments  begin  on  page  25  in  the  second  para- 
graph, last  sentence:     'For  the  most  part,  however,  a 
commonality  of  window  patterns,  heights,  and  building 
color  has  been  maintained.1 

"I  wonder  if  the  word  'height'  should  be  in  there,  given 
the  table  on  the  next  page  which  gives  you  a  variety  of 
heights  from  whatever  it  is,  38  feet  up  to  140,  186  feet. 
The  variety  is  there  more  than  the  commonality,  I  think, 
about  heights." 

Response  237:     The  Urban  Design  Setting  section  text  has  been 
revised  and  the  subject  sentence  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  238:     "The  next  paragraph  has  a  phrase  in  the  fourth 
line,   '...the  failure  of  more  recent  designers  to  use 
techniques  which  define  urban  space.'     I  would  like  some 
better  definition,  and  maybe  it's  in  here  somewhere  of 
what  that  is,  because  that  is  obviously  a  very  big  issue. 
And  I'm  not  clear  enough  to  know  what  techniques  define 
urban  space." 

Response  238:     The  cited  sentence  has  been  deleted  in  the 
revised  Urban  Design  Setting  section. 

Comment  239:     "And  the  last  paragraph,  subnumbered  1,  'North- 
west Corner,'     I  would  ask  we  update  that  paragraph  consis- 
tent with  the  action  taken  by  the  Commission  in  the  approval 
of  the  Saks  Fifth  Avenue  Building.     This  building,  when 
I  drove  by  the  other  day,  it's  going  fast." 

Response  239:     The  paragraph  has  been  revised  to  include  men- 
tion of  the  proposed  Saks  building. 

Comment  240:     "In  the  Item  3,  the  next  page,  Item  3,  'Southeast 
Corner,'  the  third  line  says,   '...offsets  the  weakness  of 
the  plain,  grayish-white  I.  Magnin  Building  as  a  space 
def iner . ' 

"Is  the  word  'weakness'  necessary?    Is  there  a  less  adjec- 
tival word,  if  there  is  such  a  word?" 

Response  240:     The  text  has  been  revised. 

Comment  241:     "The  Item  4  is  'Southwest  Corner.' 
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"According  to  the  diagram  the  Elkan  Gunst  Building  is 
not  in  the  same  corner  relationship  as  we  have  defined 
the  other  three  corners. . .And  therefore  it  doesn't  fall 
within  the  importance  we  have  been  describing  or  ascribing 
to  framing  the  diagonal  directions  of  Union  Square.  So 
either  that  ought  to  be  taken  out  or  something  ought  to 
be  said  about  whatever  exists." 

Response  241;     The  301  Geary  Street  building  in  the  corner 
position  has  been  added  in  the  discussion. 


John  Johnstony  Chairman  of  the  Committee  to  Save  the  City  of 
Paris  Building 

Comment  242:     "To  clarify  the  offer,  we  spoke  about  two  and 
a  half  years  ago  with  Mr.  Eaton  Ballard.     The  offer  was 
based  on  pledges  which  were  given  by  many  people,  more 
than  adequate  for  a  down  payment  for  the  building. 

"We  told  Carter  Hawley  Hale  that  we  would  buy  the  building. 
They  would  retain  the  grounds. . .Same  thing  with  the  new 
building  which  would  be  owned  by  the  investment  group 
leasing  the  ground,  and  Carter  Hawley  Hale  would  then 
lease  the  building  back  to  Neiman-Marcus  for  their  use... pro- 
posed to  completely  rehabilitate  the  building  and  give 
Neiman-Marcus  right  of  first  refusal  for  it.     In  the  event 
they  did  not  wish  the  building,  it  would  be  sublet  into 
a  mall-type  situation  if  we  could  not  find  a  tenant  for 
the  entire  structure. 

"In  April  of  this  year,  Mr.  Hal  Major  again  wrote  a  letter 
to  Carter  Hawley  Hale  if  they  would  be  interested  in 
selling  the  building.     Again,  the  response  was  negative... I 
am  president  of  the  Sacramento  Street  Merchants  Association. 
I  am  besieged  daily  with  people  looking  for  space.  I 
know  three  retailers  out  there  who  would  love  to  be  downtown 
and  would  consider  being  in  the  City  of  Paris  building." 

Response  242:     On  26  August  1975  Eaton  Ballard  of  Carter  Hawley 
Hales  Stores,  Inc.,  and  William  Coblentz,  attorney  for 
Carter  Hawley  Hale,  met  with  representatives  of  the  Citizens 
Committee  to  Save  the  City  of  Paris  Building  to  discuss 
the  reuse  of  the  building.     The  Citizens  Committee  proposal 
was  not  accepted.     On  2  May  1978  Harold  Major  wrote  to 
Philip  Hawley,  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer  of 
Carter  Hawley  Hale  again  proposing  a  solution  for  restora- 
tion of  the  City  of  Paris  building.     Eaton  Ballard  responded 
to  Mr.  Major's  letter  from  Mr.  Hawley  and  stated: 
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"Both  before  and  since  our  meeting  in  Mr.  Coblentz's 
office  this  possibility  has  been  given  careful  con- 
sideration but  we  have  determined  that  such  a  plan 
is  not  feasible  for  our  purposes.    We  respect  your 
continued  interest  in  efforts  to  preserve  the  existing 
building  and  regret  it  is  not  practical  to  do  so." 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  243:     "Have  you  had  any  direct  experience  in  doing 
that  kind  of  development  yourself?" 

Response  243;     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No,  I  have  not." 

Comment  244:     "Or  have  you  been  working  with  anybody  who  has?" 

Response  244:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "I  have  spoken  with  Mr.  Major 
and  he  has  spoken  with  people  who  do  that  type  of  develop- 
ment. " 

Comment  245:     "But  you  have  never  run  any  feasibility  studies 
or  done  financial  analyses  of  or  tried  to  lease  or  market 
or  develop  such  a  project?" 

Response  245:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No,  not  myself." 


John  Johnston 

Comment  246:     "...I  just  wish  to  bring  up  the  offer  was  made 

and  would  still  be  standing,  that  we  would  very  much  like 
to  go  ahead  with  this. 

"We  can't  do  it,  obviously  overnight,  write  out  a  check 
for  the  down  payment  because  the  down  payment  and  develop- 
ment costs  were  based  on  pledges.     But  most  of  the  people 
who  pledged  at  the  time,  are  willing  to  do  so  again." 

Response  246:     See  Responses  242  and  257. 


11  May  1978  letter  from  E.  W.  Ballard  to  Mr.  Harold  K. 

Major . 
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Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  247:     "What  was  the  total  amount  of  pledge  at  that 
point?" 

Response  247:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "I  think  we  had  $80,000  or 

$100,000  pledged  of  the  down  payment.     This  was  based  on, 
I  think,  a  $2,000,000  cost.     It  wasn't  fully  done." 

Comment  248:     "An  $80,000  down  payment  on  a  $2,000,000  building?" 

Response  248:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No,  the  pledges  at  that  point 
were  $80,000  to  $100,000." 

Comment  249:     "And  what  did  you  estimate  that  you  would  have 

to  make  in  terms  of  the  total  down  payment  on  the  $2,000,000?" 

Response  249:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "Well,  I  would  assume  it  would 
be  25,  30  percent  down  payment. 

"I  didn't  do  the  figures  on  this.     That  was  not  my  immediate 
thing ..." 

Comment  250:     "Mr.  Johnston,  the  problem  —  I  am  truly  not  trying 
to  be  unsympathetic  to  what  you  are  saying,  but  there 
is  a  credibility  problem  for  me.     If  you  had  indicated 
that  you  could  by  pledges  raise  $80,000  and  you've  got 
to  come  up  with  something  like  $400,000,  there  is  an  enormous 
gap  there.     And  that  presents  some  problem  for  me,  at 
least  in  terms  of  viability  of  the  kind  of  offer  for  alter- 
native use  you  are  talking  about." 

Response  250:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "But  we  weren't  making  a  concerted 
effort.     That  was  just  people  who  had  said,   'Yes,  I  will 
do  it.'" 

Comment  251:     "Have  you  had,  yourself  any  experience  in  trying 
to  raise  equity  money  for  investments  of  that  size?" 

Response  251:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No.     I  would  go  to  a  broker 
who  specialized  in  that." 

Comment  252:     "You  did  in  this  case?" 

Response  252:     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No,  I  didn't." 

Comment  253:     "Did  you  talk  to  any?" 
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Response  253;     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "No,  I  didn't  talk  to  one  directly 
Mrs.  Charlotte  Maeck  of  the  Pacific  Heights  Association 
did." 

Comment  254;     "And  she  is  not  here?" 

Response  254;     by  Mr.  Johnston:     "She  is  not  present." 


Harold  Major 

Comment  255;     "Yes,  I  think  the  offer  was  made.     It  was  made 

in  William  Coblentz's  office  approximately  three  years  ago 
and  Eaton  Ballard  was  present.     And  the  offer  was  rejected." 

Response  255:     See  Response  242. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  256:     "Mr.  Major... I'd  be  glad  to  repeat  the  questions 
if  you  want  in  terms  of  the  extent  of  your  experience 
in  developing  or  raising  equity  money  for,  or  leasing 
or  marketing,  or  operating  those  kinds  of  vertical  mall 
retailing  operations." 

Response  256:     by  Mr.  Major:     "...I  actually  established  the 

Preservation  Group  which  purchases  buildings  and  restores 
them.     And,  either  sells  or  leases  them  and  we  have  been 
doing  this  for  three  years  now.     And  we  have  sold  five 
buildings  in  the  last  year. 

"And  all  of  the  buildings  that  we  restore  are  in  a  condi- 
tion —  much  worse  condition  than  the  City  of  Paris... 
The  historic  Phelps  Place  on  Oak  Street  which  comprised 
five  buildings,  one  of  which  is  the  oldest  building  in 
San  Francisco. 

"...Just  purchased  the  Cathedral  Building  in  downtown 
Oakland,  14  stories  built  in  1914,  and  has  a  tremendous 
amount  of  deferred  maintenance  to  it.     Steel-frame  building. 
Very  similar  to  the  City  of  Paris.     We  will  spend  five 
years  in  restoring  it..." 
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Comm i ssioner  Bierman : 


Comment  257:     "...I  have  not  heard  in  all  of  the  years  that 

this  has  been  in  the  hand  of  Neiman-Marcus  any  hint,  any 
shred  of  a  hint  that  it  is  available." 

Response  257:     by  Mr.  Dean  A.  Beck,  Sr.  Vice  President,  Carter 

Hawley  Hale  Stores,  Inc:     "It  is  not."     Furthermore,  Mr.  Willie 

Brown,  attorney,  for  Neiman-Marcus,  stated:  "...that 

corner  owned  by  Neiman-Marcus  is  not  for  sale.     It  was 

not  for  sale  from  the  moment  that  it  was  acquired,  it 

is  not  for  sale  today,  and  it  won't  be  for  sale  tomorrow. 

Neiman-Marcus  and  Carter  Hawley  Hale  consider  this  to 

be  the  most  significant  retail  opportunity  existing  in 

this  country.     They  are  as  much  in  love  with  San  Francisco 

and  the  concept  of  being  on  Union  Square  as  are  all  of 

the  persons  who  previously  came  before  you,  some  of  whom 

have  indicated  a  desire  to  purchase." 


Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  258:     "So,   it  would  seem  for  Mr.  Major  and  other 

people  to  pony  up  $80,000  to  $100,000  in  terms  of  pledges 
to  find  out  whether  there  is  going  to  be  any  interest, 
then,  I  would  presume  were  there  any  interest  on  the  part 
of  Neiman-Marcus,  they  would  go  and  solicit  developers 
to  go  in  with  them." 

Response  258:     No  response. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  259:     "If  you  came  to  me  and  said,    'I'd  like  to  buy 
your  $2,000,000  building,  here  is  an  offer  which  says 
we  have  pledges  for  $80,000  today — '   I  have  some  problem 
with  the  validity  of  that  kind  of  an  offer. 

"Is  that  the  form  that  you  would  recall  the  offer  was 
made  in?" 

Response  259:     by  Harold  Major:     "I  think  I  can  answer  your 
question,  Mr.  Rosenblatt.     It  is  the  difference  between 
a  private  offering  and  a  public  offering.     I  don't  know 
if  you  are  familiar  with  the  difference  between  the  two, 
but  the  private  offering  is  what  we  did  when  we  got  the 
pledges.     I  went  to  the  California  Corporations  Commissioner, 


-85- 


found  out  that  I  couldn't  ask  more  than  15  people.  That 
is  why  I  could  only  raise  as  much  as  I  raised. 

"In  order  to  raise  more  than  that,  you  have  to  go  to  a 
public  offering.     I  was  told  that  the  attorney  fees  for 
a  public  offering  is  $70,000...!  would  have  to  go  to  a 
public  offering  to  raise  a  half  a  million  dollars  to  put 
down  on  the  City  of  Paris  Building." 

Comment  260:     "Mr.  Major,  that  is  probably  accurate.  There 
is  a  technical  difference.     ...The  public  offering,  I 
believe. .. relates  not  to  the  dollar  amount  that  you  were 
trying  to  raise  but  to  the  number  of  people  that  you  are 
soliciting." 

Response  260:     by  Mr.  Major:  "Correct." 


Harold  Major 

Comment  261:     "...I  don't  know  anybody  with  more  than  a  couple 
of  thousand.     So  I  would  have  to  go  to  a  lot  of  people. 

"...by  the  time  I  was  in  discussion  with  the  people  that 
could  handle  the  situation,  we  received  notice  that  Neiman- 
Marcus  was  not  interested  in  selling  the  building." 

Response  261:     No  response. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  262:     "One  other  question,   if  I  might,  Mr.  Major, 

the  various  projects  that  you  indicated  that  you  had  success- 
fully redeveloped  and  leased  —  To  what  extent  did  those 
projects  deal  with  this  kind  of  vertical  mall  situation 
in  a  downtown  shopping  environment,  specialty  retail 
or  whatever? 

"...I  believe  what  this  Commission  needs  to  know  in  terms 
of  their  alternative  —  not  only  is  there  an  alternative 
buyer,  but  does  that  buyer  have  the  experience  and  the 
capability  to  do  a  major  specialty  retailing  job  in  that 
store? 

"Because,  it  is  my  conviction. .. from  a  public  policy  stand- 
point that  it  is  major,  specialty  retail  that  we  need 
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in  that  location  in  San  Francisco  for  the  economic  viability 
of  this  City. 

"Hence,  my  questions  to  Mr.  Johnston  and  to  you  as  to  whether 
those  who  are  interested  in  providing  alternatives  have 
the  expertise  and  the  experience  which  would  add  some 
credibility  to  their  honest  convictions  that  they  are 
presenting  to  us..." 

Response  262:     by  Mr.  Harold  Major:     "...Are  you  saying  that 
you  are  asking  an  opinion  of  mine  that  is  different  from 
the  alternative  that  I  produced  for  incorporation  of  the 
Neiman-Marcus  store?" 

Comment  263:  "Yes." 

Response  263:     by  Mr.  Major:     "I  have  not  personally  considered 
another  use  for  the  City  of  Paris  Building." 

Comment  264:     "There  were  others  who  have  suggested  that 

there  would  be  other  buyers  and  other  users,  and  I  was 
tracking  down  that  road  to  try  to  determine  whether  we 
had  any  expertise  from  anyone  who  was  suggesting  alternative 
buyers  and  alternative  uses." 

Response  264:     No  response. 


Rhoda  Parks,  San  Francisco 

Comment  265:     "There  seems  to  be  a  question  of  interpretation 
of  Mr.  Leste's  comments  earlier.     I  thought  that  he  very 
clearly  stated  that  he  came  here  in  the  hopes  of  purchasing 
the  City  of  Paris  if  it  were  available." 

Response  265:     See  Comment  and  Response  162. 

Comment  266:     "...I  don't  know  whether  this  relates  directly 
to  the  Environmental  Report  or  not  —  is  that  you  have 
to  think,  what  does  it  mean  in  a  city  where  everything 
is  always  changing?    People  need  a  certain  amount  of 
continuity  in  their  lives.     And  I  think  that  city  build- 
ings like  the  City  of  Paris  building  represents  that  for 
a  lot  of  people  who  have  grown  up  here  and  seen  a  lot 
of  things  change  in  that  time.     And  as  long  as  the  build- 
ing is  structurally  sound  and  can  be  restored,  as  long 
as  there  are  people  who  are  interested  in  it  —  I  think 
that  the  man  who  came  from  Chicago  did  say  that  he  was 
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interested  in  purchasing  the  building  —  I  think  that 
every  encouragement  should  be  given  to  that  approach  above 
any  other  approach." 

Response  266;     The  Urban  Design  Impacts  section  (Chapter  IV. B, 
pages  49-52)  has  been  revised.     As  this  section  now  reads, 
in  part,   "the  Urban  Design  Plan  [of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan]   is  meant  to  serve  as  a  guide  to  new 
development,  so  that  the  physical  environment  is  not 
abruptly  or  severely  disrupted  and  that  harmony  is  pre- 
served between  old  and  new  construction." 

Additional  information  on  the  structural  integrity  and 
restoration  of  the  City  of  Paris  Building  can  be  found 
in  Response  77  and  the  revised  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives. 
See  Comment  and  Response  162  and  Response  178  regarding 
testimony  of  Mr.  Robert  Leste  from  Chicago,  Illinois. 


Jerry  Barclay,  San  Francisco 

Comment  267:     "...I'd  like  to  read  a  sentence  on  page  93 
of  the  EIR. . . 

'While  no  cost  figures  have  been  developed 
for  this  alternative,  it  has  been  estimated  that 
bringing  the  building  up  Code  would  cost  more 
than  the  construction  of  a  new  building  on  the 
site .  ' 

And  it  seems  to  me  that  that  sentence  is  in  itself  quite 
contradictory.     That  they  can't  make  that  assumption 
while  they  have  no  figures." 

Response  267:     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII) . 

Comment  268:     "And  because  there  have  been  many  people  speaking 
about  the  structural  reports  and  their  validity,  it  seems 
to  me  for  many  people  who  are  not  familiar  with  these 
kinds  of  professional  opinions,  that  some  kind  of  description 
or  definition  should  be  made. 

"Now,  the  analyses  that  have  taken  place  tend  to  be  of 
a  qualitative  nature  and  that  is  with  the  exception  of 
certain  aspects  of  the  Sexton  Report  where  they  did  expose 
structural  members  or  they  determined  what  floors  were 
made  out  of  and  things  like  that.     This  report  was  a  step 
in  the  right  direction,  but  it  didn't  go  nearly  far  enough, 
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not  far  enough  for  anyone  to  tell  just  exactly  how  that 
building  is  put  together. 

"Now,  most  buildings  at  that  time  were  indeed  designed 

to  carry  vertical  loads,  loads  from  gravity.     The  question 

is  how  well  do  they  resist  lateral  loads,  loads  from  wind 

and  seismic  or  earthquake  forces.     There  has  been  no  actual 

exposing  of  the  way  that  the  beams  in  the  building  connect 

to  the  columns.     And  until  they  can  actually  tell  the 

size  of  the  members  and  come  up  with  structural  calculations 

based  on  the  size  of  the  members,  using  the  kinds  of  load 

requirements  that  are  specified  in  the  San  Francisco  Building 

Codes  that  dictate  the  kinds  of  loads  the  buildings  must 

resist  —  we  haven't  seen  any  calculations  of  this  kind..." 

Response  268;     See  Response  77. 


Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

Comment  269;     "You  know  what  is  going  to  happen  here.  We 

are  going  to  end  up  with  a  whole  new  body  of  information 
and  you  are  going  to  have  to  decide  about  keeping  the 
hearing  open  or  closed  and  what  happens  if  the  responses 
are  inadequate.     And  you  know  that  we  have  gone  through 
this  before. . . " 

Response  269;     Under  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Adminis- 
tration Code  the  City  Planning  Commission  is  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  determining  whether  the  Final  EIR, 
including  responses  to  comments,  is  adequate,  accurate 
and  complete.     The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
and  the  State  EIR  Guidelines  do  not  require  that  responses 
to  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  be  available  for  public  comment. 

Comment  270;     "...if  you  didn't  provide  for  a  way  in  which 
people  can  again  comment,  then  we  are  going  to  have 
problems ..." 

Response  270;     See  Response  269. 


Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  271;     "Well,  isn't  it  the  case  that  we  always  have 
within  our  power  to  reopen  if  we  should  decide?" 

Response  271;     by  Dr.  Bendix;     "Once  you  close  the  hearing, 
you  close  the  hearing." 
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Commissioner  Rosenblatt 


Comment  272:     "It  does  seem  that  we  ought  to  have  something 
in  here... about  what  the  style  is... Not  about  whether 
it's  good,  bad  or  indifferent,  but  it's  obviously  from 
some  historic  period  of  architecture  that  had  some  charac- 
teristics about  it.     And  that's  the  framework  that  I  think 
might  be  included  in  that  section  of  the  discussion." 

Response  272;     The  Urban  Design  Setting  section  has  been  revised 
and  includes  a  description  of  the  style  of  the  City  of 
Paris  building. 

Comment  273;     "Skip  over  to  page  51,  the  third  paragraph, 

the  one;     'While  the  height  and  rectangular  form  of  the 
proposed  building  would  be  compatible...,'  I  wonder  if 
we  could  be  more  specific  in  terms  of  what  the  height 
of  the  new  building  would  be  versus  the  height  of  the 
other  buildings  rather  than  describing  them  as  compatible 
or  not  compatible  and  leaving  that  determination  to  the 
reader... the  percentage  covered  by  windows  as  opposed 
to  wall." 

Response  273:     The  text  of  the  Urban  Design  Impacts  section 
(Chapter  IV. B,  pages  49-52)  has  been  revised.     The  re- 
quested information  has  been  included.     See  also  Figure  14, 
page  26  of  the  EIR,  for  heights  of  surrounding  buildings. 

Comment  274;     "The  phrase  'the  lack  of  surface  detailing,' 

I'm  a  little  uncomfortable  because  that  [the  granite  pattern] 
represents  surface  detailing  of  a  nature." 

Response  274;     The  quoted  phrase  has  been  deleted  from  the 
revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  text. 

Comment  275:     "...Should  something  be  said  about  the  east 
side  of  the  square? 

"There's  a  stunning  silence  in  all  of  our  analyses  of 
Union  Square  about  the  east  side  and  whether  we  like  it 
or  not  it's  there  and  we've  got  to  remember  and  deal  with 
it  in  a  description  of  it." 

Response  275:     The  Land  Use  section  of  the  Environmental  Setting 

Chapter   (Chapter  III,  page  28)   has  been  expanded  and  revised. 
In  addition,  the  revised  Urban  Design  Setting  section 
has  added  mention  of  the  Philippine  Airline  building  on 
Stockton  Street,  and  new  Figure  14a  shows  facades  of  most 
of  the  buildings  facing  the  Square. 
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Comment  276;     "The  last  paragraph:     'The  net  effect  of  all 
the  above  factors  is  a  building  that  is  less  effective 
in  fulfilling  its  urban  design  role  than  the  existing 
City  of  Paris  Building.1     I'm  not  sure  how  I  would  ask 
you  to  reconsider  that  except  in  the  light  of  action  taken 
by  the  Planning  Commission  for  the  removal  of  Saks  Fifth 
Avenue. 

"And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Commission  made  a  very  signi- 
ficant statement  in  its  approval  of  that  building  in  terms 
of  how  it  interprets  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  the  design 
around  Union  Square.     And  how  different  buildings  fulfill 
that  function." 

Response  276;     This  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  revised 
Urban  Design  Impacts  text. 

Comment  277:     "The  next  page,  general  comment,  I'm  not  sure 
if  it  fits  exactly  there. 

"Were  there  guidelines  provided  to  the  architect,  depart- 
mental guidelines  with  respect  to  the  guidelines  for  building 
of  that  site?" 

Response  277;     by  Mr.  Okamoto:     "There  were." 

Comment  273:     "Do  we  have  a  discussion  of  those  and  how  the 
design  meets  or  does  not  meet  those  guidelines...?" 

Response  278:     A  discussion  of  the  design  guidelines  prepared 
by  City  Planning  staff  has  been  added  prior  to  the  last 
paragraph  of  the  revised  Urban  Design  impacts  section 
(Chapter  IV. B,  page  52) . 

Comment  279:     "...it  does  strike  me  that  we  need  more  discussion 
of  Mr.  Johnson  and  Mr.  Burgee... 

"In  all  deference  to  other  architects,  we  are  not,  in 
dealing  with  Mr.  Johnson,  dealing  with  somebody  who  just 
graduated  from  architecture  school  and  is  just  popping 
out  his  first  new  building.     And  there  is  a  lot  that  can 
and  should  be  said  which  is  simply  factual  about  his  history, 
his  biography  and  the  awards  that  he  has  won.     And  I  think 
that  should  be  included  in  terms  of  the  significance  of 
the  new  design  or  the  high  quality  of  the  design  that 
we're  talking  about." 
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Response  279;     The  revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  section  contains 
a  brief  paragraph  on  Mr.  Johnson  under  Major  New  Development 
Policy  3.    Mr.  Johnson  has  been  in  practice  over  30  years; 
his  resume  lists  20  professional  honors  and  15  principal 
works.     Mr.  Burgee  has  been  in  practice  over  20  years 
and  lists  15  major  projects  and  four  honors  and  awards 
on  his  resume. 

Comment  280:     "It  also  occurs  to  me,  because  I  read  some  re- 
cent ..  .article.  .  .about  Mr.  Johnson  that  he  is  apparently 
one  of  the  foremost  historians  in  the  field  of  architecture. 
And  I  would  wonder  whether  we  should  not  have  more  of 
a  statement  than  appears  on  the  bottom  of  page  52  about 
the  historical  relevance  of  the  design  for  this  new  building." 

Response  280:     See  Response  279,  and  the  revised  Urban  Design 
Impacts  section. 

Comment  281:     "On  the  next  page  with  respect  to  land  use, 

could  you  review  the  C&I  element  of  the  Master  Plan  that 
was  adopted  by  the  Commission  for  any  and  all  relevant 
policies  and  objectives  as  they  relate  to  this  project? 
There  is  one  reference,  I  recall,  later  on  in  it.  And 
I  suspect  there  may  be  more  sections  of  the  C&I  study. 
At  least  review  them.     If  there  are,  include  them." 

Response  281:     The  Land  Use  Impacts  section  of  the  EIR  (Chapter  VI, 
C,  page  53)  has  been  expanded  to  include  Policies  and 
Objectives  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the 
Master  Plan. 

Comment  282:     "Pages  57,  58,  59.     I  am  confused  and  I  simply 
ask  you  to  try  to,  if  possible,  in  some  to  clarify  the 
data  presented  in  the  table  on  page  57  versus  the  table 
on  page  58  and  compress  it  or  maybe  bring  out  the  relevant 
things  more  clearly." 

Response  282:     The  table  on  page  57  showed  estimated  pedestrian 
trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  Neiman-Marcus 
store  without  considering  the  fact  that  many  Neiman-Marcus 
shoppers  already  would  be  in  the  Union  Square  area  visiting 
other  stores.     This  estimate  was  used  to  predict  pedestrian 
impacts  on  sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  proposed  store. 
The  table  on  page  58  took  into  account  the  fact  that  prob- 
ably only  one  out  of  four  persons  visiting  the  new  store 
would  be  coming  to  the  Square  only  for  that  purpose. 

The  tables  have  been  combined  and  the  text  revised  to 
clarify  this  section. 
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Comment  283:     "Page  72,  Table  6,  could  we  be  more  explicit 
about  the  payroll,  the  labor  payroll?    It  may  be  that 
the  $5,700,000  is  okay.     So  could  we  label  that  as  on- 
site  labor  share  of  improvements  if  that's  the  payroll 
and  doesn't  include  anything  besides  payroll?" 

Response  283:     Page  72,  Table  6,  has  been  revised  and  a  foot- 
note has  been  added. 

Comment  284:     "Page  74,  the  Estimated  Annual  Municipal  Revenues, 
the  City's  share  of  the  property  tax  at  58  percent.  Where 
does  the  rest  of  it  go?" 

Response  284:     by  Mr.  Miller:     "Some  goes  to  the  School  District, 
but  I  think  that  percentage  is  a  little  low." 

Comment  285:     "But  the  School  District  is  part  of  the  City, 
in  my  opinion... I  mean,  it  may  be  legally  a  different 
entity,  but  when  we're  talking  about  money  coming  into 
the  City  and  property  taxes  paid  by  people  in  the  City, 
it  would  seem  to  me  that  a  quick  calculation  I  did  bumps 
that  up  to  about  92%  if  you  include  the  school.     If  it 
is  not  legal  to  include  them,  to  bind  them,  could  you 
do  them  as  two  items?... My  quick  check  yesterday,  it  should 
be  62%  for  the  City  and  96%  for  the  City  and  school  combined. 
But  all  the  schools  are  in  San  Francisco." 

Response  285:     The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  receives 

63.96%  of  the  property  taxes  collected,  the  school  districts 
receive  28.46%,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 
receives  0.12%,  and  BART  receives  7.31%   (San  Francisco 
Tax  Collector's  Office,  1978).     Table  7  of  the  EIR  has 
been  revised  to  reflect  this  information.     Please  see 
Response  286. 


Commissioner  Rosenblatt 

Comment  286:     "Could  we  also  know  what  the  tax  rate  actually 
is.  . . 

"And  then  extend  it  for  the  Estimated  Annual  Tax  Revenue 
above  it." 

Response  286:     The  current  tax  rate,  as  revised  following 

passage  of  the  Jarvis-Gann  Initiative   (1978)   is  5.06%, 
i.e.,  $5.06  for  every  $100  assessed  value.     Table  7  has 
been  revised  to  reflect  this  new  information   (see  following 
page)  . 
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Comment  287;     "Page  76,  first  paragraph  there,  there  is  a 

reference  in  the  fourth  line  to  the  increased  trend  in 
sales,  which  must  be  a  reference  from  the  gentleman  from 
I.  Magnin,  the  phone  conversation. 

"If  we  can,  could  we  find  out  something  about  the  trend 
of  sales  in  some  relevant  subject  category,  like  specialty 
retail  or  retail  in  San  Francisco? 

"And  the  point  I'm  concerned  with  is  to  go  one  step  fur- 
ther and,  that  is,  what  is  the  position  of  San  Francisco 
relative  to  its  competition  which  has  to  be  the  rest  of 
the  Bay  Area.     The  reason. .. that  I  bring  it  up  is  that 
one  of  the  reasons  that  those  who  are  proponents  of  the 
Neiman-Marcus,  assuming  their  conditions  that  they  can 
only  come  in  with  a  new  building,  then  if  you  were  con- 
cerned that  you  want  them  more  for  economic  benefits  as 
opposed  to  in  one  of  the  suburbs,  a  relevant  question 
is  how  do  San  Francisco  retail  trends  compare  with  the 
region?    Are  we  gaining?    Are  we  losing?     Is  that  a  problem? 
Does  it  matter  if  they  go  elsewhere? 

"...Leaving  that  as  it  is,  could  you  see  if  we  can  get 
data." 

Response  287:     Additional  information  on  the  trend  of  retail 

trade  in  San  Francisco  has  been  provided  in  the  main  text, 
page  76,  before  the  first  paragraph. 

Comment  288;     "Urban  design... 'A  stronger  visual  relationship...1 
I  would  query  whether  a  word  like  'more  similar  visual 
relationship1  might  be  more  appropriate?     'More  similar' 
is  something  you  can  say  it's  like  it  or  it's  not  like 
it." 

Response  288:     The  section  on  Page  79, B.  Urban  Design,  has 
been  revised  and  the  cited  phrase  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  289:     "The  last  sentence  of  that,   'Project  architect 

and  project  sponsor  prefer'  that  specific  color  mentioned, 
perhaps  in  the  discussion  of  the  building  in  its  historic 
sense  or  whatever  that  could  be  described  or  discussed 
as  to  why  that  color  was  a  preference." 

Response  289:     The  Urban  Design  Impacts  section  (Chapter  IV. B) 
has  been  revised. 
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Comment  290;     "On  page  80,  in  the  second  paragraph,  beginning 
with  the  word  'Improved  visual  variety  would  be  achieved 
if  greater  attention  were  given  to  surface  detailing, ' 
how  about  considering  the  words... more  visual  variety 
could  be  achieved  with  more  surface  detail?" 


Response  290:     The  text  has  been  changed  to  read  "greater 

visual  variety  and  reduction  in  scale  could  be  achieved 
with  increased  surface  detailing..." 

Comment  291;     "Page  91,  the  no-project  alternative,  it  seems 
to  me  that  if  there  is  no  project  there  should  be  some 
comment,  at  least  in  the  short  term  on  the  economic  impacts 
on  the  City  and  the  employees  involved." 

Response  291;     On  page  91,  after  the  second  sentence  in  para- 
graph 3,  information  on  the  economic  impacts  of  the  no- 
project  alternative  has  been  added. 

Comment  292:     "On  page  100,  first  paragraph,  'Cumulative 

impacts  of  the  proposed  project,'  this  should  also  include 
the  economic  impact.     Again,  City  revenues,  employment 
multiplier,  etc.,  whatever  you  include  there." 

Response  292:     On  page  100,  the  first  sentence  has  been  revised. 
Also  see  the  new  footnote  on  page  75a  regarding  multiplier 
effects . 


Comment  293:     "On  page  101,  last  phrase,   'And  revenues  to 

property  owners  and  the  City  would  be  postponed,'  insert 
the  word  'employees.'" 

Response  293:     On  page  101,  the  last  phrase,  the  "employees" 
has  been  added. 


Commissioner  Matoff 


Comment  294;     "On  pages  37  and  38  questions  regarding  parking 

are  raised  and  on  page  61  the  question  of  long-term  impact 
on  parking  is  also  addressed  somewhat  and  it  seems  that 
I  share  Mr.  Nakashima's  concern  about  the  lack  of  parking 
and  the  likelihood  that  in  the  long  run  people  will  be 
diverted  into  Municipal  Railway  in  which  case  I  think 
that  should  be  identified." 


Response  294;     See  Responses  233  and  234. 
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Comment  29  5;     "There  is  a  very  general  statement  here  made 

about  other  transportation  modes,  but  —  that  is  on  page  61, 
second  paragraph  —  but  other  transportation  modes  are 
not  indentified.     If  in  fact  that  means  that  Municipal 
Railway,  that  could  impose  an  additional  cost  on  the  City. 
That's  something  that  should  be  stated." 

Response  295:     A  statement  about  other  transportation  modes 
has  been  added  to  the  second  paragraph  of  page  62. 

Comment  296:     "On  page  68  —  well,  I  share  Toby's  concern 

about  the  passage  from  57  through  59.     I  did  have  to  read 

it  a  couple  times  in  order  to  understand  what  I  think 
is  meant." 

Response  296:     See  Response  282. 

Comment  297:     "Identified  on  'Peak  Friday'  on  page  58.  For 

the  peak  hour  there  would  be  600  trips  and  yet  apparently 
none  of  those  are  being  assigned  to  the  public  transporta- 
tion when  actually  during  peak  hours  it's  customary  for 
the  Public  Transportation  System  to  have  their  greatest 
impact  on  transportation  patterns  which  is  a  30-  to  40- 
percent  increase.     Elsewhere  I  think  the  16  percent  of 
all  trips  in  assigned  to  the  Municipal  Railway  —  yes, 
in  two  places  in  this  document,  all  of  the  trips  or  almost 
all  of  them  —  yes,  on  page  61,  the  very  last  sentence: 

'Most  of  the  ridership  increases  would  occur  at  off- 
peak  periods  when  the  transit  system  operates  below 
its  capacity. ' 

"Yet  I  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that  none  of  the  600 
would  not  be  used  in  the  Municipal  Railway  in  the  peak 
and  I'd  like  to  see  some  estimate  of  that  amount  made." 

Response  297:     The  peak  hour  referred  to  is  the  shopping  peak 
hour,  not  the  street  peak  hour.     The  shopping  peak  hour 
generally  falls  between  2  and  4  p.m.,  an  off-peak  period 
for  commuter  traffic.     The  percentages  of  (shopping) 
peak  travelers  assigned  to  the  individual  travel  modes 
are  the  same  as  the  percentages  of  daily  travelers.  See 
Response  282. 

Comment  298:     "In  the  mitigation  measures ...  page  82,  says: 
'The  curb  lane  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  at  Stockton 
is  a  bus-only  lane  between  4:00  p.m.  and  6:00  p.m.'  I'm 
not  certain  that  that  is  correct." 
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Response  298;     The  right-hand  curb  lane  of  Geary  between  Grant 

and  Stockton  is  signed  "buses  and  right-turns  only  4-6  p.m." 
This  transit-only  lane  continues  west  of  Stockton  on  Geary, 
where  markings  on  the  road  indicate  "bus  only."     The  lane 
is  also  signed  at  the  Powell  Street  intersection.  This 
information  was  confirmed  by  a  site  visit  by  the  traffic 
consultant  on  7  December  1978. 

Comment  299:     "I  was  under  the  vague  impression  that  the  transit 
only  lane  begins  at  Mason  Street.     But  I'm  not  sure. 
It's  possible  that  this  is  the  case." 

Response  299;     See  Response  298. 

Comment  300:     "...Further  on  some  statement  is  made  that  it 

might  be  possible  to  widen  Stockton  Street  between  Geary 
and  O'Farrell  on  the  west  side  for  pedestrian  purposes 
and  this  would  presumably  be  done  without  reducing  the 
effective  street  width  by  extending  the  pavement  out  to 
what  is  used  as  a  loading  lane. 

"The  question  is:     Where  does  the  loading  occur  for  Magnin's 
and  Macy's?    And  also,  what  effect  does  that  have  on  the 
Municipal  Railway? 

"We  have  a  very  heavy  transit  service  on  Stockton  Street 
and  I  am  also  of  the  impression  that  the  lane  adjacent 
to  the  trucks  is  used  by  the  railway.     If  the  pavement 
were  taken  out  into  where  the  lane  is  which  is  used  for 
loading,  would  the  trucks  then  move  out  into  the  next 
lane  or  where  would  they  go?" 

Response  300:     Additional  information  on  deliveries  and  loading 
operations  has  been  inserted  in  the  first  paragraph  on 
page  83. 

Comment  301:     "I  believe,  1,330  additional  daily  vehicle  trips 
were  to  be  generated  on  a  peak  Friday  and  I  think  were 
split  fairly  evenly  between  Geary  and  Stockton  in  this 
report . 

"Both  of  these  streets  have  intensive  Municipal  Railway 
and  I'd  like  to  see  some  estimate  of  the   [impact  of  the] 
additional  traffic  on  this  operation." 

Response  301:     A  statement  regarding  the  impact  to  MUNI  has 
been  added  to  paragraph  4,  page  128. 
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Commissioner  Bierman 


Comment  302:     "Dr.  Bendix,   in  discussing  the  alternatives 

would  you  plan  to  take  into  consideration  the  table  like 
page  72  which  is  the  number  of  person  years  of  construction?" 

Response  302;     The  Alternatives  Chapter  has  been  revised  to 
include  this  information. 

Comment  303:     "Do  all  floors  connect  with  the  rotunda?  Will 
people  have  access  to  that  rotunda  from  each  floor?" 

Response  303:     The  text  of  the  last  paragraph  on  page  4  has 
been  changed  to  include  this  information.     See  also 
Response  226. 


Rai  Okamoto,  Director  of  Planning 

Comment  304:     "First  of  all,  as  a  general  observation  I  think 
that  the  EIR,  particularly  in  the  Urban  Design  Sections, 
throughout  places  too  great  an  emphasis  on  the  relationship 
to  Union  Square  relative  to  the  site  of  the  project  and 
as  a  result  I  think  the  relationship  of  the  site  or  the 
project  to  its  immediate  vicinity  is  given  a  little  bit 
too  little  attention. 

"This  occurs  on  page  28  in  the  Land  Use  Section.     It  occurs 
in  the  Urban  Design  Impact  on  page  49." 

Response  304:     Additional  information  about  the  buildings 
surrounding  the  project  site  has  been  added  to  the  Land 
Use  and  Urban  Setting  sections.     The  Urban  Design  Impacts 
section  has  been  revised  and  includes  discussion  of  adjacent 
structures . 

Comment  305:     "I  think  in  general  there  is  the  need  for  a 

lot  more  graphics  and  better  graphics  and  in  some  respects 
more  appropriate  graphics.     Just  pick  one  example. 

"I  think  on  page  11,  figure  6,  the  photo  montage  is  extremely 
inaccurate  as  far  as  what  the  proposed  building  would  look 
like  in  the  corner." 

Response  305:     Figure  6,  page  11,  has  been  redrawn  to  provide 
a  more  accurate  view  of  the  proposed  building.  Additional 
figures  have  been  placed  in  the  Urban  Design  and  Land  Use 
Setting  sections  and  in  the  Alternatives  Chapter. 
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Comment  306;     "...there  are  frequently  references  to  concepts, 
for  example,  which  could  perhaps  be  better  understood  by 
the  lay  person  reader  if  there  were  some  graphics." 

Response  306:     See  Response  305. 

Comment  307:     "...City  Planning  Guidelines  for  the  site... were 
provided  to  the  architect  and,  in  fact,  I  believe  that 
the  proposed  project  at  least  meets  the  technical  aspect 
in  at  least  the  letter  of  the  guidelines  if  not  perhaps 
the  more  general  intent." 

Response  307:     See  Responses  277  and  278. 

Comment  308:     "I  also  share  the  feeling  that  the  alternatives 
perhaps  are  less  developed  than  they  ought  to  be  for  such 
an  important  project." 

Response  308:     The  Alternatives  Chapter  has  been  expanded. 

Comment  309:  "Page  4,  under  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  C. 
Design,  at  the  bottom  it  seems  to  me... there  needs  to 
be  more  discussion  of  the  background  and  history  and, 
if  you  will,  importance  of  the  existing  building.  So 
I  think  the  philosophy  of  the  design  that  led  to  this 
proposal  should  be  presented. .. I  think  we  need  to  know... how 
the  building  came  to  be..." 

Response  309:     See  Responses  5,  16,  52,  84  and  279. 

Comment  310:     "Page  7  at  the  top,  reference  is  made  to  the 

tall  windows,  and  I  believe  I  heard  one  of  the  speakers 
comment  that  more  detail  describing  the  size  and  the  character 
of  the  specific  elements  of  the  proposed  building  would 
be  helpful." 

Response  310:     See  Response  8. 

Comment  311:     "I  would  add  that  in  this  sense  regarding  the 
windows,  it  would  be  important  to  know  whether  or  not 
they  are  transparent  or  opaque  or  partiallly  transparent 
or  partially  opaque  with  reference  to  design  guidelines." 

Response  311:     See  Response  8. 

Comment  312:     "...some  people  might  not  know  what  an  atrium 
is,  especially  since  it's  at  an  elevated  location..." 
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Response  312:     On  page  7,  a  footnote  has  been  added  to  describe 
the  atrium. 

Comment  313:     "...there  seems  to  be  short  shrift  given  the 

adjacent  buildings. .. I  think  maybe  more  detail  about  the 
type  of  structure  and  the  type  of  buildings  that  are  adjacent 
to  the  project,  what  materials  are  used,  both  on  the  existing 
buildings  and  the  adjacent  buildings  would  be  useful." 

Response  313:     See  Responses  237  and  275. 

Comment  314:     "...the  Urban  Design  Section  on  page  25. 

"I  think  this  is  the  section  where  more  of  better  ground 
level  graphics  would  be  useful,  particularly  when  there 
is  discussion  of  these  concepts  that  Toby  referred  to  just 
a  visual  urban  spaces  and  the  like." 

Response  314:     Figure  14a  has  been  added  to  show  views  of 

the  buildings  at  the  corners  opposite  the  Square;  in  addition, 
the  text  has  been  revised. 

Comment  315:     "I  think ...  there  is  a  need  to  explain  in  a  sense 
why  this  space  exists  and  why  it's  important  to  have  it 
because  a  lot  of  reference  is  made  to  maintaining  the 
definition  of  the  space  and  we  probably  need  to  say  some- 
thing about  why  that's  important." 

Response  315:     See  Response  273. 

Comment  316:     "I  also  made  the  same  observation  about  the 

techniques  which  define  urban  space.     I  happen  flatly  there 
to  disagree  that  contemporary  designers  do  not  understand 
the  techniques  which  define  urban  space... 

"...I  think  that  this  entire  section. seems  to  be  more 
about  the  definition  of  the  square  and  less  about  the  urban 
design  effects  of  the  new  building  relative  to  its  surroundings 

Response  316:     See  Response  237. 

Comment  317:     "On  the  next  page,  27  and  26,  I  think  all  of 

these  corners  really  require  ground  level  photographs  if 

the  effect  being  discussed  is  to  be  apparent." 

Response  317:     The  suggested  photographs  have  been  added. 
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Comment  318:     "The  City  of  Paris  Building .we  need  more  descrip- 
tion of  the  building  itself,  its  structure  specifically, 
its  color,  texture,  that  sort  of  thing." 

Response  318;     See  Responses  77,  84  and  237. 

Comment  319:     "On  page  28  the  "land  use,"  I  think  again  in 
order  to  convey  the  sense  of  what  the  surrounding  area 
is  like  some  photographs  or  graphic  documentation  of  the 
area  is  needed.     And  again  I  think  that  the  emphasis  seems 
to  be  here  on  what's  happening  at  Union  Square  and  not 
what's  happening  on  Stockton  Street,  Geary,  and  the  buildings 
north,  east,  west,  and  south  of  the  site." 

Response  319:     The  Land  Use  Setting  text  has  been  revised 
and  photographs  of  Stockton  and  Geary  Streets  adjacent 
to  and  across  from  the  subject  site  have  been  added  in 
Figure  15a. 

Comment  320:     "...I  think  what  we're  talking  about  here  are 
generally  those  activities  or  buildings  which  face  onto 
the  square,  and  technically  not  what's  in  the  block  on 
whichever  side,  because  some  of  the  buildings  don't  go 
through.     And  if  we  are  talking  about  the  Square  and  its 
definition,  then  I  think  we  should  really  think  in  terms 
of  what's  facing  the  Square." 

Response  320:     See  Responses  275. 

Comment  321:     "The  photograph  on  page  31,  maybe  it  can't  be 
sharper,  but  I  think  some  of  the  terms  in  some  instances 
perhaps  they're  literally  accurate,  but  I  think  they're 
somewhat  misleading .. .The  base  shaft  and  cornice  delineation 
is  a  little  faint.     It's  hard  to  see  that,  and  in  fact 
it  is  leading  off  the  edge..." 

Response  321:     Figure  16  has  been  revised  to  omit  unnecessary 
labels  and  clarify  the  vertical  delineation. 

Comment  322:     "There  is  reference  also  to  the  historic  notion 
of  a  base,  say  a  column,  cornice,  entabulature  as  being 
the  historic  antecedent  of  the  style  of  the  City  of  Paris 
but  I  don't  think  it  is  that  clear  an  example  of  that, 
and  I  think  some  example  with  illustrations  might  make 
that  clearer." 

Response  322:     See  Response  321. 
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Comment  323:     "And  'Environmental  Impacts,1  page  49,  'Urban 
Design, '  again  I  think  most  of  this  section  proceeds  from 
the  assumption  of  a  closer  relationship  to  Union  Square, 
than  really  is  the  fact.     There  is  needed,  I  think,  more 
attention  to  the  adjacent  areas  of  the  buildings  on  Stockton 
and  Geary." 

Response  323;     The  subject  section  has  been  revised. 

Comment  324;     "I'm  concerned  a  little  bit  on  page  52  of  the 
policy  if  the  top  is  actually  extracted  from  that  section 
of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  which  is  contained  really  locally 
in  the  Neighborhood  Environment  issue  and  not  in  the  areas 
of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  that  relate  to  downtown.  I'm 
not  suggesting  that  the  point  is  not  relevant,  but  I  think 
some  explanation  maybe  of  the  plan  and  some  attempt  to 
find  some  other  similar  policy  might  make  that  point  more 
clearly. " 

Response  324:  A  more  appropriate  portion  of  the  Urban  Design 
Plan  Policy  is  commented  on;  see  the  revised  Urban  Design 
Impacts  section. 

Comment  325:     "Back  on  page  51,  the  large  paragraph  about 
the  middle  of  the  page,  I'm  concerned  about  how  windows 
define  space.     And  I  think  this  relates  at  least  in  terms 
of  type  of  comment  to  Mr.  Rosenblatt's  observations  about 
some  of  the  maybe  jargon  that  we  have  in  here  of  a  theoretical 
nature . " 

Response  325:     The  subject  sentence  has  been  deleted. 

Comment  326:     "The  last  part  of  that  paragraph,   'These  features 
would  improve  visual  relief  from  the  rectangular  form  of 
the  building  and  would  be  more  fully  perceived  from  Union 
Square  and  distant  buildings  rather  than  by  the  pedestrian 
on  the  street  adjacent  to  the  building,'  again  I'm  a  little 
unsure  as  to  how  something  can  be  perceived  more  fully 
from  a  distance,  that  is  detail,  then  from  close  proximity." 

Response  326:     The  intent  of  the  passage  was  to  indicate  that 
the  need  for  visual  relief  from  a  rectangular  form  would 
be  appreciated  more  from  a  distance;  at  a  distance,  the 
entire  form  of  the  building  could  be  perceived  better  than 
from  a  closeup  where  it  would  be  difficult  to  take  in  the 
entire  structure. 

The  Urban  Design  section   (Chapter  IV. B)  has  been  revised, 
and  the  above  mentioned  passage  has  been  deleted. 
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Comment  327:     "And  I  think  that  the  summary  sentence,  well, 

the  case  is  really  not  effectively  yet  made  for  that  statement 
and  that  effect.     That  may  be  true,  but  I  don't  think  that 
it's  clearly  a  conclusion  from  what  has  preceded  it,  particularly 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  I  think  that  the  design  guidelines 
which  are  also  part  of  the  Urban  Design  Policy  are  met." 

Response  327:     The  summary  sentence  has  been  revised  and  expanded. 

Comment  328:     "There  is  this  term  here  which  may  be  an  excessive 
value  judgment,   'monolithic,'  on  page  52.     Maybe  there's 
another  word  that  can  indicate  the  same  meaning  which  really 
has  to  do  with  the  sense  that  maybe  there  is  a  scale  problem 
with  the  building." 

Response  328:     The  text  on  page  52,  paragraph  2,  has  been 
revised  and  the  word  "monolithic"  has  been  deleted. 


Commissioner  Bierman 

Comment  329:     "I'm  troubled  by  this  business  of  separating 

it  from  the  Square.     Theoretically,  granted  a  square  has 
four  sides,  but  I  don't  think  you  can  separate  the  corners 
and  what's  on  the  corners.     I  think  that  this  building 
traditionally  as  long  as  I've  been  here,  and  that's  tradition 
to  me,  it's  the  building  we've  seen.   ...I  just  think  a 
square  has  four  points... and  on  those  points  is  where 
this  building  sits.     And  this  is  a  very  distinguished 
corner,  point  of  a  corner,  and  I  think  ought  to  be  treated 
exactly  as  it's  treated,  which  is  part  of  Union  Square." 

Response  329:     No  response. 


Rai  Okamato,  Director  of  Planning 

Comment  330:     "What  I  think  I  said  was  that  the  text  of  the 
EIR  tends  to  present  a  one-sided  picture  in  a  sense  of 
what  the  setting  is  for  the  building.     That  is  to  state, 
it  seems  to  address  solely  the  relationship  of  the  building 
to  the  Square,  and  it  has  as  much  effect  from  an  urban 
design,  perceptual  experiential  point  of  view  to  the  sidewalk 
areas  adjacent  to  the  property  line  and  to  the  people  who 
are  walking  along  those  spaces  as  to  someone  who  is  standing 
in  the  Square  looking  southeast  along  a  diagonal  path  and 
seeing  the  building. 
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"In  fact,  that  relationship,  I  think  it  could  be  argued, 
is  well  served  by  a  building  that  presents  a  major  feature 
such  as  the  rotunda  at  that  point.     I  don't  subscribe  to 
the  observation  which  was  made  earlier  that  a  round  cylindri- 
cal glass  element  at  that  point  is  necessarily  a  weak  permanence 
or  focal  point  for  that  view.     But  it  becomes  a  very  special 
feature  and  has  a  special  feature  and  is  very  different 
in  character  from  the  surrounding  area.     It  will  in  the 
sense  serve  as  a  visual  terminus,  thus  serving  the  function 
of  defining  the  space  of  the  square." 

Response  330:  The  Urban  Design  Impacts  section  of  the  EIR 
has  been  revised  and  expanded  to  incorporate  the  above 
ideas . 


B.     WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

Note:      Some  of  the  people  who  presented  comments  at  the 
public  hearing  also  provided  written  statements. 
Written  comments  that  duplicate  those  made  at  the 
hearing  are  not  included  below. 


Hisashi  Bill  Sugaya,  Director,  Western  Regional  Office,  National 
Trust  for  Historic  Preservation,  Letter  of  13  November  1978 

Comment  331:     "Employment  figures   (construction  and  permanent) 
are  discussed  here  for  the  first  time,  but  nowhere  in 
this  entire  report  is  there  mention  of  employment  figures 
for  an  alternative  involving  rehabilitation.     The  infor- 
mation below  was  taken  directly  from  "Economic  Benefits 
of  Historic  Preservation"  by  Thomas  D.  Sever,  Heritage 
Conservation  and  Recreation  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  May  1978.     It  relates  directly  to  the  issue 
of  employment. 

Rehabilitation  projects  are  as  high  as  75%  labor  intensive, 
compared  to  an  October  1977  report  "Conservation  of  the 
Urban  Environment"  by  the  Office  of  Archeology, and  Historic 
Preservation,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.  This 
is  not  only  important  in  terms  of  the  employment  potential 


Office  of  Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation.  "Conser- 
vation of  the  Urban  Environment."     Report  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.     Washington,  D.C.  1977. 
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of  historic  preservation,  but  also  in  terms  of  an  individual 
project's  multiplier  impact  on  a  local  economy.  Dependent 
on  the  size  and  sophistication  of  a  locality,  a  higher 
proportion  of  construction  materials  will  come  from  outside 
the  area  than  will  construction  labor.     For  funds  that 
are  spent  in  a  local  economy,  a  higher  percentage  of  funds 
remain  as  a  stimulant  in  that  locality  from  projects  that 
are  labor  intensive.     Thus,  funds  utilized  in  historic 
preservation  projects  have  greater  impact  on  employment 
than  funds  used  in  the  construction  of  new  buildings  such 
as  hospitals,  schools,  and  office  buildings  because  of 
1)   the  greater  labor  intensity  of  preservation  projects, 
and  2)  through  this  labor  intensity,  the  higher  multiplier. 
The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  analyzed 
projects  funded  under  the  Economic  Development  Act  and 
found  that  demolition  and  new  construction  yielded  an 
average  of  70  jobs  per  one  million  dollars  expended,  while 
renovation,  including  historic  preservation,  created  109 
jobs  per  million  dollars.       In  a  separate  study,  the  State 
of  Vermont's  Division  of  Historic  Preservation  found  that 
over  400  new  jobs  would  be  created  at  a  cost  of  approximately 
3  million  dollars  for  a  recent  historic  preservation  project; 
that  is  a  labor  intensity  approaching  80  percent. 

"According  to  testimony  of  the  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration in  support  of  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative 
Use  Act   (S-865) ,  May  19,  1975,  before  the  U.S.  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Buildings  and  Grounds,  rehabilitation 
creates  two  to  five  times  as  many  jobs  as  new  construcion 
for  a  given  expenditure  of  money." 

Response  331:     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter   (Chapter  VII) . 

Comment  332:     "...since  a  rehabilitated  City  of  Paris  Department 
Store  with  adajacent  new  construction  would  contain  as 
much  or  more  square  footage,  we  assume  the  rehab  alternative 
would  create  the  same  number  of  permanent  jobs.     The  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  must  state  employment  figures  (con- 
struction and  permanent)   for  all  alternatives  or  the  infor- 
mation is  meaningless." 


Leahy,  Senator  Patrick  J.,   "Preservation  Benefits  Vermont." 
Possibilities  Newsletter.     Division  of  Historic  Preservation, 
University  of  Vermont,  Burlington,  Vermont,  February  1977. 

2Ibid. 
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Response  332;     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter. 

Comment  333:     "The  EIR  fails  to  state  the  fact  that  the  rehab/new 
construction  alternative  would  also  generate  $470,000 
per  year  in  municipal  tax  revenues.     In  light  of  the  above 
information  on  employment  figures  the  EIR  should  also 
state  that  during  the  period  of  construction  the  alter- 
native proposal  would  generate  at  least  $63,000  in  payroll 
taxes  and  probably  more." 

Response  333:     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter  and  Response  66 

Comment  334:     "The  fenestration  [window  placement]  of  the  pro- 
posed building  bears  no  relationship  whatsoever  to  existing 
window  patterns  in  the  Union  Square  area.     While  this 
fact  is  alluded  to  in  the  EIR  it  cannot  be  over-emphasized. 
The  placement  of  windows  on  the  facade  is  confused  and 
arbitrary. " 

Response  334:     Please  see  Chapter  IV,  B.  Urban  Design,  for  a 
discussion  of  fenestration  of  the  proposed  building.  The 
Urban  Design  Impacts  section  has  been  revised. 

Comment  335:     "'checkerboard  pattern  of  two-foot  granite  squares 
at  an  angle  of  45  degrees'   is  totally  inappropriate  for 
Union  Square.     Obviously  the  most  appropriate  design  for 
that  corner  is  the  existing  building.    With  respect  to 
fenestration,  texture,  light  and  shadow,  ornament  and 
design,  the  existing  City  of  Paris  Building  cannot  be 
improved  upon." 

Response  335:     See  Response  95. 

Comment  336:     "The  EIR  contains  two  photographs  of  the  dome 
but  no  photographs  of  the  relationship  of  the  rotunda 
and  dome  to  the  interior  of  the  existing  building.  Since 
this  relationship  is  central  to  any  discussion  of  the 
proposed  project  we  feel  such  photos  must  be  included 
in  the  EIR  before  it  can  be  certified  as  complete." 

Response  336:     Figure  12a  shows  the  Rotunda  as  it  appeared  in  1920. 

Comment  337:     "Photographs  documenting  the  spatial  relation- 
ship of  the  various  interior  elements  would  reinforce 
our  contention  that  the  project  offers  nothing  in  the  way 
of  'partial  mitigation.'" 

Response  337:     See  Responses  36  and  95. 


-106- 


Comment  338;     "On  page  22,  paragraph  1,  we  would  add  several 
of  Bakewell  and  Brown's  other  commissions  to  establish 
the  importance  of  their  firm  (regionally  and  nationally) . 
To  the  San  Francisco  City  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Audi- 
torium we  would  add  the  Opera  House,  the  old  Federal  Buildi 
Civic  Auditorium,  the  San  Francisco  Art  Institute,  Coit 
Tower  and  the  Federal  Triangle  in  Washington,  D.C." 

Response  338:     See  Response  82. 

Comment  339;     "Paragraph  2  does  not  adequately  describe  Arthur 
Brown,  Jr.'s  masterful  reworking  of  the  original  Clinton 
Day  design  for  the  facades  along  Geary  and  Stockton  Streets 
The  following  paragraph,  taken  from  a  Heritage  Special 
Report  on  the  City  of  Paris,  should  be  added: 

In  Day's  original  design  the  large  plate  glass  windows 
on  the  first  two  floors  created  a  visually  weak  base  for 
the  brick  curtain  walls  above.     (See  Figs.  1  &  2.)  After 
the  fire  Brown  solved  this  problem  by  introducing  the 
visually  assertive,  black-framed  windows  of  the  bottom 
two  floors.     Elaborately  ornamented,  black  cast-iron-framed 
display  windows  mark  the  first  floor  and  a  band  of  small- 
paned  French  windows  with  a  curvilinear  design  wraps  around 
the  second  floor.     This  delicately  articulated  band  of 
French  windows  is  the  most  extensive  example  of  such  fenes- 
tration in  San  Francisco.     They  introduce  the  counterpoint 
of  a  sinuous  curve  to  the  otherwise  highly  regular  facade." 

Response  339;     Although  the  suggested  paragraph  pro- 
vides additional  information  to  a  trained  reader,  the 
main  text  should  avoid  the  use  of  technical  and  jargonistic 
terms  like  "visually  assertive,"  "articulated  band,"  "fenes 
tration"  and  "counterpoint  of  a  sinuous  curve,"  in  order 
to  avoid  confusing  lay  readers. 

Comment  340;     "While  the  EIR  states  that  the  announcement 

of  the  demolition  of  the  City  of  Paris  Building  'aroused 
widespread  opposition,'   its  documentation  of  that  opposi- 
tion is  wholly  inadequate.     Nowhere  does  the  EIR  mention 
the  number  of  people  who  signed  petitions  to  save  the 
City  of  Paris.     By  the  time  the  issue  reached  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  over  50,000  people   (more  than  sixty  percent 
of  them  city  residents)   signed  such  petitions.  Previously, 
the  largest  number  of  signatures  gathered  to  save  a  land- 
mark was  less  than  500.     Many  more  neighborhood  groups 
than  the  few  mentioned  in  the  EIR  wrote  to  the  Landmarks 
Board,  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in 
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support  of  efforts  to  save  the  City  of  Paris — groups  like 
the  California  Heritage  Council,  the  Mission  Planning 
Council,  Nob  Hill  Neighbors,  the  Pacific  Heights  Associa- 
tion, the  Mint  Hill  Neighborhood  Association,  Retail  Clerks 
Union  Local  1100,  and  others.     Their  names  should  be  added 
to  the  EIR. " 

Response  340:     See  revised  pages  22  and  23  and  Response  43. 
The  documented  San  Francisco  population  in  1974  was  about 
680,000;  50,000  is  less  than  10%  of  that  number. 

Comment  341:     "We  have  never  really  understood  the  Planning 
Commission's  decision  not  to  designate  the  City  of  Paris 
a  landmark.     The  City  of  Paris  building  easily  meets  the 
criteria  for  landmark  designation  set  forth  in  Article  10, 
the  City's  landmark  ordinance.     Resolution  7212  adopted 
by  the  Planning  Commission  on  July  11,  1974  does  not  contain 
a  single  viable  reason  for  not  declaring  the  City  of  Paris 
a  City  Landmark. 

"The  fact  that  the  City  of  Paris  store  had  an  uninterrupted 
history  of  operation  in  San  Francisco  from  1850  to  1972 
and  occupied  the  City  of  Paris  Building  at  Geary  and  Stockton 
from  1896  to  1972  adds  to  the  present  building's  historical 
significance.     The  fact  that  the  store  went  out  of  business 
in  1972  does  not  negate  the  contribution  the  Verdiers' 
business  made  to  the  history  of  an  Francisco  in  its  122 
years  of  existence   (see  paragraph  1  of  Planning  Commission 
Resolution) . 

"The  fact  that  the  Commission  believes  that  the  use  of 
the  site  as  a  retail  store  is  important  to  the  City  is 
basically  irrelevant  to  the  landmark  designation  process 
as  set  forth  in  Article  10   (paragraph  2) . 

"The  'strong  evidence  that  the  existing  building  on  the 
site  is  structurally  unsound'  was  contained  in  the  'struc- 
tural report'  prepared  by  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  and  Kaplan 
for  Broadway-Hale  Stores  and  dated  April  1974.     What  is 
cited  by  the  Commission  as  strong  evidence  states  in  its 
summary,  and  we  quote: 

'Field  observations  of  the  structure  did  not  disclose 
any  evidence  of  excessive  deflection,  buckling  or 
deterioration  of  the  existing  structure  which  could 
be  attributed  to  its  occupant  loading.  However, 
no  architectural  finishes  were  removed,  concealed 
areas  were  only  partially  investigated  and  no  structural 
analysis  was  made  for  this  report. 1 
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"Here  we  see  quite  clearly  that  the  'strong  evidence1 
referred  to  by  the  Commission — the  Sexton,  Fitzgerald 
and  Kaplan  report  that  Stanley  Marcus  referred  to  in  his 
previous  testimony  before  the  Landmarks  Board  and  at  the 
original  press  conference  where  he  announced  the  decision 
to  demolish  the  City  of  Paris — that  this  evidence  consists 
of  a  'structural  report1  that  states  in  its  own  conclusion 
that  'no  structural  analysis  was  made  for  this  report.' 

"As  we  read  Article  10   (paragraph  4),  an  owner's  stated 
intention  to  demolish  a  building  has  never  been  a  reason 
to  deny  that  building  landmark  designation. 

"The  Commission's  designation  of  the  facade  of  the  City 
of  Paris  building  as  a  landmark  would  in  itself  amount 
to  a  defacto  designation  of  the  interior   (paragraph  5) . 

"The  exterior  facades  of  the  City  of  Paris  meet  the  archi- 
tectural criteria  of  landmark  designation  contained  in 
Article  10.     By  virtue  of  design  excellence  and  the  fact 
that  Clinton  Day  and  Bakewell  and  Brown  had  a  hand  in 
the  design,  the  exterior  of  the  City  of  Paris  should  have 
been  designated  a  landmark  regardless  of  the  owner's  stated 
intentions  to  reconstruct  portions  of  the  interior  (para- 
graph 6)  . " 

Response  341;     The  City  Planning  Commission  decision  was  confirmed 
by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  their  vote  to  deny  landmark 
status  on  12  November  1974.     See  Response  32  and  35. 
Additional  structural  analysis  has  been  done  since  the 
referenced  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  &  Kaplan  report  was  prepared; 
see  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter  and  Response  77. 

Comment  342;     "...we  must  state  that  in  our  opinion  and  in 
that  of  every  architectural  historian  questioned  on  this 
matter  at  that  time   (and  since) ,  the  City  of  Paris  build- 
ing did   (and  does)  meet  the  criteria  for  landmark  designa- 
tion contained  in  Article  10  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.     Our  position  is  further  supported  by  the 
fact  that  on  January  13,  1975  the  City  of  Paris  was  desig- 
nated State  Historical  Landmark  No.  876.     Similarly,  on 
January  23,  1975  the  City  of  Paris  was  placed  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  at  the  level  of 
National  Significance. " 

Response  342;     See  Responses  3,  35  and  341. 
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Comment  343;     "One  ...observation  needing  clarification  is 
that  the  use  of  brick  on  Macy's  facade  is  a  detriment 
to  the  design  aspects  of  Union  Square  as  it  violates  the 
texture,  material  and  colors  of  this  space.     The  use  of 
brick,  together  with  the  new  replacement  for  the  Fitzhugh 
and  the  proposed  replacement  for  the  City  of  Paris  all 
have  contributed  to  the  continual  deterioration  of  the 
quality  Union  Square  once  had." 

Response  343;     See  Response  95. 

Comment  344;     "On  page  25  ...it  should  be  noted  that  the  Fitzhugh 
Building,  diagonally  across  the  Square  from  the  City  of 
Paris  has  been  demolished  to  make  way  for  a  new  Saks  Fifth 
Avenue. " 

Response  344;     The  Urban  Design  setting  section  has  been  revised. 
See  also  Responses  140  and  239. 

Comment  345;     (p.  49,  par.  1)     "The  paragraph  is  far  too  vague. 
To  adequately  deal  with  the  subject  it  must  be  expanded 
to  include  dollar  figures  attached  to  both  the  tax  dis- 
advantages and  tax  advantage  (resulting  from  the  rehab 
of  landmark  building)   associated  with  the  'Rehabilitation 
of  Historic  Structures'  Section  of  the  Tax  Reform  Act. 
Nowhere  is  the  EIR  are  the  advantages  of  the  Tax  Reform 
Act  discussed  as  they  relate  to  the  economic  feasibility 
of  retention  of  the  City  of  Paris  Building." 

Response  345;     See  Responses  52  and  93. 

Comment  346;     "The  conclusion  to  this  section  is  extremely 

weak  and  apparently  misplaced.    Why  is  it  only  one  sentence 
(after  a  three  page  discussion  of  urban  design  issues) 
and  why  does  it  come  at  the  end  of  page  51,  before  the 
discussion  of  Neighborhood  Environment  Policy  13,  and 
Major  New  Development  Policy  3?    The  use  of  the  phrase 
'less  effective'  referring  to  the  new  design  does  injustice 
to  the  analysis  of  the  policies  previously  considered. 
The  new  design  in  no  way  meets  the  policies  set  forth." 

Response  346;     The  Urban  Design  Impact  Section  has  been  revised. 

Comment  347;  "No  mention  is  made  of  the  fact  that  the  exist- 
ing building  performs  more  than  admirably  when  these  same 
policies  are  considered." 

Response  347;     See  Response  95. 
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Comment  348;     "We  are... more  disturbed  that  this  one  paragraph 
describing  the  new  design  (written  by  the  designers)  is 
the  only  statement  of  information  following  the  heading 
Major  New  Development  Policy  3:     'Promote  efforts  to  achieve 
high  quality  of  design  for  buildings  to  be  constructed 
at  prominent  locations.'     Much  more  needs  to  be  said  here." 

Response  348;     The  Urban  Design  Impact  Section  (Chapter  IV, 
Section  B.)  has  been  revised. 

Comment  349;     "The  architect's  description  of  the  new  rotunda 
an  'entrance  room'   is  the  most  telling  description 
of  the  corner  rotunda  design  so  far.     What  Union  Square 
does  not  need  is  a  'room'  fronting  on  it,  especially  at 
one  of  its  corners.     It  needs  the  strong  visual  statement 
made  by  the  corner  of  the  existing  City  of  Paris." 

Response  349;     See  Response  95  and  the  revised  Urban  Design 
Impacts  section. 

Comment  350;     "The  architect  describes  a  'flat  windowless 

facade  normally  dictated  by  a  department  store  function. ' 
'Normally  dictated'  by  whom?    All  existing  downtown  retail 
stores,  including  the  new  Saks  Fifth  Avenue,  have  continuous 
display  windows." 

Response  350;     The  subject  phrase  has  been  deleted  and  replaced 
with  additional  information  from  the  architect  to  try  to 
clarify  the  design  process  for  the  proposed  building. 

Comment  351;     "Would  municipal  expenditures  also  remain  the 
same  if  the  rehab  alternative  were  pursued"? 

Response  351;     See  the  revised  Alternatives  section  and  Response  224. 

Comment  352;     "Just  prior  to  the  release  of  SPUR  Report  No.  143, 
July  1978,  SPUR  Executive  Director  John  Jacobs  met  with 
representatives  of  Heritage,  the  National  Trust  and  the 
Citizens  Committee  to  Save  the  City  of  Paris.     At  that 
time  Mr.  Jacobs  stated  that  if  it  were  possible  to  restore 
the  existing  building  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  retail  establish- 
ment, it  would  be  preferable  to  demolition  of  the  existing 
landmark  building.     SPUR's  decision  to  support  a  new  building 
on  the  site  was  based  on  Mr.  Jacobs'  belief  that  the  present 
building  can  not  be  rehabbed  for  contemporary  retailing. 
Mr.  Jacobs'  position  on  this  matter  should  be  clarified 
and  included  in  the  EIR. " 
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Response  352;     The  statements  in  the  EIR  regarding  SPUR's 
position  on  the  proposed  project  has  been  confirmed  by 
SPUR  (telephone  conversation,  7  November  1978  with  Michael  McGill 
SPUR) . 

Comment  353:     "The  proposed  action  does  not  partially  mitigate 
the  loss  of  this  building." 

Response  353:     See  Response  36. 

Comment  354:     "The  fact  that  only  42%  of  the  building  at  street 
level  is  solid  is  irrelevant  to  this  discussion.     It  is 
the  proportion  of  window  space  to  total  surface  area  of 
the  facade  that  is  important." 

Response  354:     The  reference  is  to  a  quote  from  project  architects. 
Pedestrians  at  street  level  would  not  relate  to  the  total 
surface  area  of  the  facade  but  to  ground-level  windows 
in  wall  area.     The  City  Planning  Code  requires  a  minimum 
of  50%  windows,  displays  and  entrances  at  ground  level; 
this  and  other  points  regarding  surface  detail  are  discussed 
in  Responses  237  and  288. 

Comment  355:     "The  flower  stand  on  the  corner  of  Geary  and 
Stockton  has  become  a  part  of  the  context  of  the  City 
of  Paris  and  that  intersection.     It  has  become  a  landmark 
in  and  of  itself  to  many  San  Franciscans.     For  that  reason 
and  those  stated  by  the  flower  vendor,   it  should  remain 
in  its  present  location." 

Response  355:     The  flower  stand  has  not  been  designated  as 

a  registered  landmark.     After  construction  of  the  proposed 
project  the  flower  stand  would  again  be  located  near  the 
Stockton  and  Geary  Street  corner.     The  text  on  page  81, 
end  of  paragraph  4,  has  been  changed  to  include  additional 
information  about  temporary  relocation  of  the  flower  vendor. 

Comment  356:     "If  the  existing  City  of  Paris  is  restored  instead 
of  demolished,   in  all  likelihood  the  flower  vendor  would 
not  have  to  relocate  during  construction." 

Response  356:     To  provide  space  for  rehabilitation  and  construc- 
tion equipment,  the  flower  vendor  would  still  have  to  be 
relocated  during  the  rehabilitation  of  the  City  of  Paris 
building . 

Comment  357:     "The  conclusions  regarding  the  removal  of  the 

flower  stand  are  based  on  cold,  clean  'engineering'  factors 
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such  as  the  amount  of  pedestrian  movement.     This  scientific 
analysis  compares  levels  of  use  to  what  are  supposedly 
appropriate  standards  for  sidewalk  travel.     It  discounts 
altogether  the  real  importance  of  the  flower  stand  as  a 
symbol  of  downtown  San  Francisco.     It  as  much  as  anything 
else  provides  the  images  we  have  of  this  area  and  its  positive 
contributions  far  outweigh  any  concerns  over  the  proper 
movement  of  people." 

Response  357:     The  transportation  analysis  for  the  EIR  was 

conducted  to  predict  potential  impacts  on  pedestrian  flows 
near  the  proposed  building.     The  fact  that  some  people 
attach  sentimental  values  to  the  flower  stands  throughout 
the  City  is  non-quantifiable  and  cannot  be  included  in 
the  impact  analysis  regarding  pedestrian  flows  during  con- 
struction and  following  implementation  of  the  proposed 
project.     See  also  Response  355. 

Comment  358:     "A  suggestion  for  a  mitigation  measure  with  respect 
to  the  flower  stand  not  considered  in  the  EIR  would  be 
the  removal  of  the  corner  entrance  in  the  new  design  to 
a  location  along  Geary  or  Stockton.     The  existing  building 
presents  this  solution  already." 

Response  358:     See  Responses  2  and  133. 

Comment  359:     "While  car-  and  van-pooling  is  mentioned  there 
is  no  discussion  of  encouraging  use  of  public  transit , 
that  is  subsidizing  employees'  passes  for  BART  and  MUNI 
on  a  regular  basis." 

Response  359:     Neiman-Marcus  will  not  subsidize  public  trans- 
portation for  employees. 

Comment  360:     "Urban  Design   (p.  89,  par.   2).     Add  Conservation 
Policy  4  to  Policy  5  as  one  which  the  proposed  project 
does  not  conform  with. 

Response  360:     See  Response  98. 

Comment  361:     "Urban  Design  section   (of  Chapter  IV)   and  con- 
clusion is  weak." 

Response  361:     The  Urban  Design  sections   (Chapters  III.B  and 

IV. B,  pages  25-27  and  49-52)   have  been  revised  in  the  Final 
EIR. 

Comment  362:     "No-Project   (p.  91,  par.   4).     Statement  of  Carter- 
Hawley-Hale ' s  financial  loss  may  or  may  not  be  relevant. 
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There  is  no  public  guarantee  that  a  corporation  make  a 
profit  on  its  real  estate  ventures.     If  it  is  deemed  rele- 
vant, it  must  be  substantiated." 

Response  362;     See  Response  49.     It  is  correct  that  there  is 
no  public  guarantee  that  a  private  corporation  make  a 
profit. 

Comment  363;     "Restoration  of  City  of  Paris  Building   (pp.  92- 
95) .     According  to  Car ter-Hawley-Hale ,  Neiman-Marcus  origi- 
nally intended  to  retain  the  City  of  Paris  for  its  new 
store.     As  Mr.  Stanley  Marcus  stated  before  the  Landmarks 
Board  (June  5,  1974)  and  on  several  previous  occasions: 

'When  we  purchased  this  location  we  were  under  the  impression 
that  we  were  going  to  be  able  to  retain  the  original  building, 
and  it  was  only  after  investigation,  both  of  a  preliminary 
and  then  on  an  engineering  nature,  that  we  were  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  building  would  be  unsafe  under 
certain  earthquake  conditions,  it  would  make  it  unsafe 
for  people  and  we  came  to  the  conclusion  that  we  have  to 
erect  a  new  building.' 

"Notice  that  this  statement  makes  no  reference  to  merchan- 
dising problems  in  the  existing  City  of  Paris  Building, 
only  structural  problems.     Car ter-Hawley-Hale  knew  all 
the  merchandising  options  of  the  current  building  when 
they  bought  it  in  1972.     They  had  two  years  between  then 
and  Mr.  Marcus'  statement  to  discover  any  major  merchan- 
dising problems,  yet  if  we  are  to  believe  Mr.  Marcus  it 
was  only  structural  problems  that  prevented  them  from  achiev- 
ing their  original  goal  of  using  the  existing  landmark 
building . " 

Response  363:     See  Response  77. 

Comment  364:     "Following  the  Landmarks  Board  Hearing,  Mr.  William 
Coblentz,  Attorney  for  Car ter-Hawley-Hale ,  handed  a  bound 
copy  of  the  Sexton,  Fitzgerald  and  Kaplan  report  to  a  member 
of  the  Citizens  Committee  to  Save  the  City  of  Paris.  This 
copy  was  dated  February  1974,  two  months  prior  to  the  report 
Mr.  Coblentz  and  Mr.  Marcus  had  given  to  the  press." 

Response  364:     See  Comment  172. 

Comment  365:     "In  September  1975  the  Citizens  Committee  retained 

the  firm  of  Toft  and  DeNevers,  Consulting  Structural  Engineers. 
Robert  Toft,   in  turn,  reviewed  the  following  documents: 
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1.  Pacific  Fire  Rating  Bureau  report  by  E.G.   Zacher  (1959) 

2.  Preliminary  report  by  William  Kaplan   (February  1974) 

3.  Final  report  by  William  Kaplan   (April  1974) 

4.  Comments  by  Dr.  John  A.  Blume 

5.  San  Francisco  3uilding  Code 

"These  documents  represented  the  total  known  information 
regarding  the  structural  integrity  of  the  City  of  Paris. 
A  copy  of  Mr.  Tofts  full  report  is  attached,  however,  and 
the  following  paragraph  from  the  conclusion  of  that  report 
summarizes  his  findings: 

The  City  of  Paris  Building  is  basically  square  in  plan, 

which  is  ideal  for  resisting  lateral  forces.     To  my  knowledge 

an  in-depth  study  has  not  yet  been  made  to  determine  a 

lateral  force  resisting  system.     We  would  agree  with  Mr.  Kaplan's 

preliminary  report,  that  'depending  on  the  amount  of  major 

structural  alterations  to  the  existing  building'  (which 

should  be  minimal  if  the  interior  architecture  is  to  be 

retained)    'we  would  estimate  that  the  cost  of  structurally 

rehabilitating  the  existing  building  frame  would  be  less 

than  the  cost  of  demolition  of  the  existing  structure  and 

reconstruction  of  a  new  building  of  equivalent  square  footage.'" 

Response  365:     Additional  structural  information  on  the  City 

of  Paris  building  has  been  developed  following  the  publication 
of  the  Draft  EIR.     See  Response  77. 

Comment  366:     "The  only  other   'structural  report'  that  has 

been  done  since  then  has  been  prepared  by  Skilling,  Kelle, 
Christansen,  Robertson,  Consulting  Structural  Engineers." 

Response  366:     See  Response  77;  the  text   (Alternatives,  Chapter  VII) 
has  been  revised  to  include  discussion  of  the  new  structural 
information  available. 

Comment  367:     "While  it  talks  of  the   'extraordinary  cost'  of 
preserving  the  building  there  is  no  documentation  of  this 
in  the  EIR.     To  the  contrary,  the  only  other  paragraph 
from  this  report  that  is  quoted  in  the  EIR  throws  some 
doubt  on  the  thoroughness  of  this  study: 

'While  it  can  be  argued  that  many  buildings  in  San  Francisco 

fall  in  this  category,  we  see  little  justification 

in  the  deliberate  continuation  of  the  life  of  the  building 

but  for  its  contribution  to  the  architectural  heritage 

of  this  lovely  city.     At  the  same  time,  we  do  recognize 

the  importance  of  the  preservation  of  such  buildings 
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and  would  energetically  bring  out  full  experience  and 
talent  to  bear  on  that  goal  should  this  course  of  action 
be  deemed  warranted. 1 

"This  statement  would  seem  to  indicate  that,  to  date,  'the 
full  experience  and  talent'  of  this  firm  has  not  been  brought 
to  bear  on  the  question  of  the  restoration  and  reuse  of 
the  City  of  Paris  building.     One  begins  to  wonder  what 
conclusion  they  might  have  arrived  at  had  they  seriously 
considered  the  rehab  alternative." 

Response  367:     See  Response  77  and  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter . 

Comment  368;     "The  location  commands,  not  the  store,  and  because 
of  this  fact  the  city  is  in  the  extremely  enviable  position 
of  having  retailers  wanting  to  locate  in  the  downtown. 
If  they  desire  to  be  downtown  in  one  of  the  country's  healthiest 
retail  environments  then  certain  factors  can  be  imposed 
without  much  fear  of  losing  retail  stores  to  other  areas. 
One  of  these  factors,  obviously,  is  the  retention  of  the 
existing  City  of  Paris  building  or  any  other  important 
structure  in  the  downtown." 

Response  368:     Refer  to  Responses  62  and  79. 

The  Union  Square  location  is  regarded  by  many  (including 

the  Chamber  of  Commerce)   to  be  the  center  of  retail  trade 

activity  and.. a  prime  site  for  a  commercial  establishment 

in  the  City.      The  Chamber  of  Commerce  is  anxious  that 

a  new  retail  trade  store  be  developed  at  the  old  site  as 

soon  as  possible,  as  the  City  is  not  realizing  the  contribution 

of  new  jobs,  increased  revenue  and  stimuli  to  the  economy 

that  would  occur  with  the  establishment  of  a  new  store. 

See  Response  52  for  an  explanation  of  the  decision  to  construct 

a  new  structure  on  the  current  site  and  the  inf easibility 

of  restoring  the  City  of  Paris  building. 

Comment  369:     "The  last  sentence  points  out  possible  decrease 

in  value  of  the  City  of  Paris  site  caused  in  part  by  'possible 

delays  due  to  public  concern  over  the  fate  of  the  City 

of  Paris  building.'     The  delays  would  probably  be  less 

if  the  proposal  was  for  restoration  of  the  building  rather 

than  its  demolition." 


Richard  Morton,  Chamber  of  Commerce,  telephone  conversation, 
6  December  1978. 
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Response  369:     See  Response  62  regarding  potential  devaluation 
of  the  project  site  due  to  delays  in  implementation  of 
the  proposed  project.     The  time  frame  for  permit  applica- 
tion procedures  would  have  been  much  the  same  whether  the 
City  of  Paris  building  were  to  be  retained  or  demolished. 

Comment  370;     "Alternative  to  the  Proposed  Design   (p.  98-99) . 
We  take  exception  to  the  last  suggestion  that  a  'column' 
be  incorporated  in  an  alternative  design  'to  more  strongly 
define  this  important  corner.   1     A  column  in  and  of  itself 
will  not  contribute  to  this  definition.     It  must  relate 
somehow  to  the  design  of  the  entire  structure  and  must 
not  be  relegated  to  the  position  of  being  a  singular  element 
within  the  total  solely  justified  by  one  urban  design  standard. 
It  may  become  the  very  element  which,  rather  than  adding 
to  the  definition  of  Union  Square  as  a  space,  detracts 
from  that  effort  through  its  becoming  a  curiosity  and  atten- 
tion attractor . " 

Response  370:     The  last  two  sentences  of  the  paragraph  on  p.  99 
of  the  EIR  have  been  deleted  and  the  Alternative  Design 
Concept  section  on  pages  98  and  99  has  been  revised. 

Comment  371:     "Does  this  [paragraph  4,  page  10]  mean  that  a 
possibility  exists  that  the  original  dome  will  not  be  re- 
located to  the  new  structure." 

Response  371:     See  Responses  1  and  2. 


Robert  Berner,  Executive  Director,  The  Foundation  for  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  letter  of  14  November  1978 

Comment  372:     "The  Summary  is  incomplete  and  inadequate  in 

describing  the  historical,  architectural  and  urban  design 
effects  on  the  city  environment  of  the  demolition  of  the 
City  of  Paris  Building." 

Response  372:     The  Summary  cannot  comprehensively  describe 
all  historical,  architectural,  and  urban  design  impacts 
associated  with  the  proposed  project.     The  sections  in 
the  main  text  have  been  expanded  to  elaborate  on  the  above 
referenced  sections.     See  revised  pages  21  and  24  and  the 
revised  Urban  Design  Setting  and  Urban  Design  Impacts  sections. 

Comment  373:     "To  say,   ...on  page  51,  that  the  net  effect  of 

all  this  is  a  building  that  is  less  effective  in  fulfilling 
its  urban  design  role  than  the  existing  City  of  Paris  build- 
ing is  a  marvelous  understatement..." 
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Response  373;     The  text  on  page  51  has  been  changed. 


Comment  374;     "The  first  full  paragraph  on  page  54  states  that 
the  City  of  Paris  Building  was  damaged  in  the  1906  earth- 
quake.    The  Kaplan  structural  report  indicated  that  it 
is  not  known  whether  the  cause  of  the  collapse  was  earth- 
quake, fire  or  dynamite.     The  only  cited  references  give 
the  cause  of  the  collapse  of  the  interior  as  either  fire 
or  dynamite.    While  this  does  not  mean  the  building  would 
withstand  another  earthquake,  the  implication  that  it  did 
not  survive  the  1906  earthquake,  as  opposed  to  its  peculiar 
after  effects,  is  not  warranted.     In  fact,  the  evidence 
indicates  that  the  building  did  survive  the  earthquake 
itself." 

Response  374;     See  Responses  37  and  38. 

Comment  375;     "Any  discussion  of  community  concerns  is  incom- 
plete without  mentioning  the  fact  that  in  1973  and  1974, 
when  Neiman-Marcus  first  announced  its  intention  to  demolish 
the  City  of  Paris  Building,  the  signatures  of  60,000  people 
opposed  to  the  demolition  of  the  building  were  collected." 

Response  375;     See  Response  43. 

Comment  376;     "This  section  should  also  reference  the  part 

of  Chapter  III.  A.  Site  History,  which  discussed  the  history 
of  the  attempt  to  have  the  building  designated  a  City  Land- 
mark in  which  there  was  a  great  deal  of  community  involve- 
ment. " 

Response  376;     This  reference  has  been  added  at  the  end  of 

the  first  paragraph  under  "L.     Community  Concerns,"  page  76. 

Comment  377;     "Incorporating  the  Rotunda  and  art  glass  dome 
into  the  design  of  the  proposed  project  preserves  these 
elements  as  artifacts  out  of  context,  diminished,  and  without 
function,  which  is  better  than  nothing." 

Response  377;     No  response. 

Comment  378;     "It  is  important  to  understand  how  much  mitigation 
this  really  represents,  and  how  much  of  the  qualities  of 
the  dome  and  rotunda  as  they  exist  now  will  be  changed 
or  lost." 

Response  378;     See  Response  96. 
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Comment  379:     "The  dome  and  rotunda  were  designed  and  functioned 
as  a  device  by  which  light  could  be  introduced  into  the 
interior  of  the  existing  building.     Its  special  qualities, 
apart  from  physical  design,  come  from  the  fact  that  light 
enters  from  above  and  that  it  is  an  interior  space. 

"The  proposal  moves  the  rotunda  to  the  corner  of  the  building 
and  wraps  it  partially  in  glass,  making  of  the  rotunda 
an  exterior  or  transitional  space.     This  makes  the  rotunda 
a  far  different  thing." 

Response  379:     See  Response  73. 

Comment  380:     "The  restrained  colors  of  the  art  glass  in  the 
dome  are  white  and  amber,  with  traces  of  light  green. 
Not  only  will  the  dome  lose  its  function,  but  the  direct- 
sun  sidelighting  will  predictably  wash  out  the  colors  of 
the  art  glass. 

Response  380:     Direct  sunlight  would  enter  through  the  glass 
walls  of  the  Rotunda  from  April  21st  to  August  21st,  with 
a  maximum  amount  of  direct  sunlight  occurring  on  June  21st 
for  two  hours   (4:30  p.m.  -  6:30  p.m.). 

Comment  381:     "A.     NO-PROJECT  [Alternative] :     If  it  is  important 
enough  to  include  the  statement  that  Carter-Hawley-Hale 
would  experience  a  financial  loss  if  it  were  to  sell  the 
building,  then  it  is  important  enough  to  require  documen- 
tation.   We  would  be  happy  to  provide  attributed  but  un- 
documented opinions  to  the  contrary." 

Response  381:     See  Response  49.     Undocumented  opinions  would 
not  be  appropriate  to  incorporate  in  an  EIR. 

Comment  382:     "B.     RETAINING  THE  CITY  OF  PARIS  BUILDING  FOR  RETAIL 
USE  BY  NEIMAN-MARCUS :     The  statement  is  repeated  here  which 
implies  that  the  existing  building  collapsed  during  the 
1906  earthquake,  as  distinguished  from  other  causes.  The 
statement  should  be  corrected  to  be  consistent  with  the 
known  and  unknown  facts." 

Response  382:     See  Responses  37  and  38. 

Comment  383:     "The  application  of  the  30%  rule  to  the  1909 

reconstruction  is  ludicrous.     The  building  was  essentially 
rebuilt  as  a  new  building.     We  realize  this  cannot  be  resolved 
in  the  EIR,  but  we  don't  think  that  this  interpretation 
should  be  relied  upon  because  another  owner  might  well 
obtain  a  more  reasonable  application  of  the  rule." 
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Response  383:     See  Responses  212  and  214. 


Comment  384:     "On  page  93,  the  DEIR  says  Neiman-Marcus  rejected 
the  alternative  of  using  the  City  of  Paris  Building  because 
of  structural  problems,  and  because  restoration  of  the 
builiding  using  the  existing  number  of  floors  would  not 
meet  a  number  of  the  firm's  design  standards  for  merchandising. 
This  is  inconsistent  with  Mr.  Stanley  Marcus'  testimony 
before  the  Landmarks  Board  excerpted  on  the  preceding  page, 
that  they  intended  to  retain  the  building  when  they  bought 
it.     These  two  statements  ask  us  to  believe  either  that 
Neiman-Marcus  didn't  know  the  internal  configuration  of 
the  building  when  they  bought  it,  or  that,  knowing  that 
the  internal  configuration  didn't  meet  their  design  standards 
for  merchandising  and  intending  to  alter  the  number  of 
floors,  they  didn't  have  engineers  and  architects  look 
at  it  before  they  bought  it.     Neither  of  these  is  credible." 

Response  384:     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter. 

Comment  385:     "If  Neiman-Marcus  bought  the  building  intending 
to  use  it,  then  everything  from  the  bottom  of  page  93  to 
the  top  of  page  95  is  inconsistent  with  that  and  should 
be  deleted.     If  it  is  not  deleted,  then  Mr.  Marcus  might 
have  been  mistaken  or  misquoted,  and  the  statement  regarding 
intent  should  be  removed." 

Response  385:     See  Response  79  and  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter . 

Comment  386:     "C.     Alternative  Locations.     The  Penny's  Building 
on  Market  Street  would  also  seem  to  be  a  logical  possible 
alternative  location  for  the  Neiman-Marcus  store." 

Response  386:     The  Penny's  Building  at  901  Market  at  the  south- 
west corner  of  5th  and  Market  streets  is  located  too  far 
away  from  the  downtown  retail  center  and  Union  Square  for 
Neiman-Marcus  to  consider  for  their  store  in  San  Francisco. 
The  zoning  of  this  parcel   (5th  and  Market)   is  C-3-R,  Downtown 
Retail  District,  which  would  allow  major  commercial  retailing. 
However,  the  location  of  the  proposed  project  at  this  location 
would  not  conform  to  Master  Plan  Policy  2  under  Special 
Objective  5  in  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  which 
says  "Support  the  continued  strength  of  high  quality, 
specialty  retail  shopping  facilities  in  the  retail  core." 
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Richard  B.  Morten,  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
letter  of  14  November  1978 

Comment  387;     "Neiman-Marcus  will  create  positive  economic 
and  community  benefits  for  San  Francisco.     The  benefits 
include : " 

Jobs  and  Payroll 
Current  Projected  


Construction  jobs  0 


Permanent  employment  22  jobs 


Construction  -150  jobs/average 
day;*  $5.7  million  payroll 
over  16  months** 

Permanent  employment  -450 
jobs/average  day  (500  jobs/peak 
day);  $3.9  million  annual 
payroll  (1977$) 


Correction  to  EIR  construction  job  estimate  provided  by  Neiman- 
Marcus,  November  10,  1978.     EIR  stated  only  150  maximum  jobs. 

*  * 

State  Office  of  Economic  Policy,  Planning  and  Research  report 
that  the  July  1978  average  hourly  wage   (including  fringes) 
for  the  listed  construction  jobs  is  $16.61/hour.     This  figure 
is  $5.64/hour  higher  than  used  on  the  EIR.     This  higher  average 
was  would  increase  municipal  payroll  tax  and  multiplier  effect 
calcualtion. 

Response  387;     The  average  salary  of  $10.97   (including  fringes) 
stated  in  the  text  was  including  non-union  workers.  Since 
Neiman-Marcus  would  probably  use  union  workers  on  the  entire 
job,  the  average  salary  for  journeyman/apprentice  workers 
would  be  closer  to  the  $16.61/hour  figure  referred  to  by 
Mr.  Morten. 

The  California  Employment  Development  Department,  The  Department 
of  Industrial  Relations  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Policy, 
Planning  and  Research  all  indicate  that  the  $16.61  average 
hourly  wage  is  an  accurate  representation  of  the  1978  rates 
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for  painters,  cement-masons,  carpenters,  brick-layers, 
electricians  and  general  laborers. 

Neiman-Marcus  states  that  the  estimated  16  months  of  construc- 
tion would  involve  a  maximum  of  approximately  150  persons, 
and  this  would  entail  about  8,127  person-weeks  of  construction 
labor  and  164  person-years  of  construction  labor.  The 
labor  cost  is  now  estimated  to  be  approximately  $5,400,000 
which  results  in  a  payroll  tax  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
of  $59,000   (1.1%) . 

Based  on  the  above  information,  changes  have  been  made 
in  Table  6,  page  72. 

Comment  388;     "San  Francisco,  in  the  post-Proposition  13  era, 

would  receive  additional  revenues  of  $392,500.     Other  politi- 
cal jurisdictions  would  receive  additional  revenues  of 
$1,608,400.     A  portion  of  the  funds  received  by  other  govern- 
ment units  will  return  to  San  Francisco  in  the  form  of 
government  services.     City  expenditures  are  not  expected 
to  increase  if  Neiman-Marcus  is  implemented." 

Response  388;     No  response. 

Comment  389;     "The  controver sery   (sic)  over  the  proposed  project 
has  centered  on  the  merits  of  the  historical  and  architectural 
significance  of  and  the  possibility  of  using  the  City  of 
Paris  Building.     We  concur  with  the  conclusions  of  the 
Neiman-Marcus  engineering  and  merchandising  studies  that 
the  existing  building  cannot  be  economically  rehabilitated 
to  meet  building  code  standards,  particularly  seismic 
safety,  or  meet  the  merchandising  plans  of  the  company. 

"Neiman-Marcus  has  agreed  to  incorporate  the  'rotunda1  and 
'art-glass  dome'   into  their  new  building.     These  features 
will  be  reconstructed  to  meet  building  code  standards, 
particularly  the  safety  factor.     By  this  design,  Neiman- 
Marcus  has  demonstrated  interest  in  community  concerns." 

Response  389;     See  Response  77  and  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter . 


Joseph  Preston,  California  Employment  Development  Department 
Employment  Data  and  Research,  telephone  conversation,  5  December  1971 
Department  of  Industrial  Relations,  Labor  Statistics,  telephone 
conversation  5  December  1978.     Dick  Martin,  California  Office 
of  Economic  Policy,  Planning  and  Research,  telephone  conversation, 
5  December  1978. 
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Peggy  Lang,  San  Francisco,    (received  14  November  1978) 

Comment  390;     "There  was  some  question  re:     whether  the  fire 
or  the  earthquake  caused  the  damage  to  the  bldg .   in  1906. 
The  memoirs  of  one  of  the  Verdier  Bros,    (believe  Paul) 
describe  what  happened  to  the  building  during  the  earthquake 
and  fire  and  substantiate  that  the  damage  was  not  due  to 
the  earthquake.     I  do  not    remember  the  name  of  his  book, 
but  do  remember  that  it  was  published  only  in  French. 
I  believe  a  copy  is  in  the  SF  Library." 

Response  390:     The  following  has  been  translated  from  Le  Guide 
Franco  Californien  du  Centenaire:  Notre  Centenaire,  Jehanne 
Bietry-Salinger ,  editor,  Pisani  Printing  and  Publishing  Co., 
San  Francisco,  California,  1949,  pp  83-89.     Paul  Verdier 
recounted  his  memories   (recollection)    [of  the  earthquake 
and  fire]   in  these  terms: 

"I  had  an  apartment  on  the  fourteenth  floor  of  the 
St.  Francis  Hotel.     I  was  brusquely  awakened  by  the  crash 
of  an  armoire.     I  had  only  one  thought:  burglar s ...  but 
I  realized  in  just  a  moment  that  it  was  an  earthquake. 
The  building  was  very  narrow  and  very  high  and  was  shaking 
horribly.     The  noise  was  like  gusts  of  wind  whistling  through 
a  forest,  except  that  instead  of  trees,  it  was  the  steel 
beams  that  shrieked.     This  first  earthquake   (because  there 
were  three  in  that  same  morning)   lasted  55  seconds  (one 
minute  is  very  long  when  one  expects  at  any  moment  to  find 
oneself  buried  under  a  building  which  is  about  to  crumble) . 
But  all  returned  to  calm.     I  quickly  dressed  and  ran  down- 
stairs like  an  arrow;  all  13  floors  down  the  to  the  street, 
because,  of  course,  the  elevators  did  not  run.     I  went  immedi- 
ately to  my  store,  which  was  only  a  block  from  my  hotel. 
The  mannequins  in  the  windows  had  fallen  face  down,  as 
if  in  a  way,  and  the  wall  of  the  neighboring  building  had 
crashed  on  the  skylight.     Outside  of  that,  there  was  little 
damage.     The  pumper  sirens  wailed  across  the  city  because 
downed  electric  wires  and  broken  gas  conduits  had  set  off 
fires  everywhere,  and  during  the  morning  the  fire  advanced 
toward  Market  Street,  coming  from  the  northeast. 

"My  father  and  my  mother  had  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
only  two  weeks  ago  to  spend  some  time.     They  were  living 
at  the  St.  Dunstan  Hotel  on  Van  Ness.     When  I  arrived  at 
their  room  that  morning,  I  found  the  hotel  in  ruins  and 
my  family  established  on  the  other  side  of  the  avenue. 

"During  this  same  morning  my  father  and  I  went  back 
to  the  store,  having  the  intention  to  move  out  the  most 
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precious  of  the  merchandise,  but  after  having  attempted 

this  effort,  we  realized  that  what  we  had  saved  represented 

only  a  fraction  of  the  stock.     Rather  than  dream  about 

the  merchandise,  we  gathered  the  books,  documents,  and 

important  papers  and  took  the  $5,000  which  was  in  the  safe 

(and  heaven  knows  if  this  $5,000  served  our  employees 

in  those  first  hours  that  followed  the  disaster) .  Having 

succeeded  in  saving  at  least  that,  which  we  piled  up  in 

our  three  delivery  wagons,  with  an  order  to  our  principal 

coachman,  Charley,  to  go  wait  for  us  in  the  center  of  Golden 

Gate  Park,  because  we  did  not  know  where  the  fire  would 

be  stopped... My  family  and  I  went  to  dine  at  Chez  Marchand, 

the  best  French  restaurant  of  the  era.    What  a  delicious 

lunch!     But  this  was  the  last  repast  served  by  this  restaurant, 

which  was  not  slow  to  be  prey  to  the  flames. 

"There  was  the  question  of  finding  lodging  for  my  parents. 
My  friend,  Captain  Dillon,  came  to  my  aid  and  offered  them 
three  rooms  in  his  house.     As  for  me,  I  was  very  happy 
to  find  shelter  in  the  stables  that  Captain  Dillon  managed, 
in  the  box  stall  of  my  faithful  horse,  Denis. 

"The  afternoon  had  been  tragic.     Around  8  o'clock  in 
the  evening,  after  supper,  I  took  my  buggy  and  set  out 
in  the  direction  of  the  City  of  Paris.     The  red  and  yellow 
flames  flickered  in  a  black  sky,  cinders  flew  everywhere. 
Crossing  Van  Ness  Avenue,  a  half-burned  paper  fell  into 
my  carriage.     It  was  a  sales  slip  from  the  City  of  Paris, 
because  I  immediately  recognized  our  letterhead  with  our 
motto:     'Fluctuat  nec  mergitur.'     At  the  corner  of  Mason 
Street,  I  was  stopped  by  a  cordon  of  police  -  I  explained 
that  I  was  going  to  my  store,  to  the  City  of  Paris,  of 
which  I  was  the  manager.     'The  City  of  Paris?,,, but  it 
doesn't  exist  anymore !... It  burned  around  an  hour  ago.' 
My  distress  goes  without  saying." 


Mitchel  L.  Mitchell,  San  Francisco,  letter  of  1  November  1978 

Comment  391:     "It  appears  that  there  is  an  impasse  for  the 
construction  of  the  Neiman-Marcus  building  at  the  corner 
of  Geary  and  Stockton  mainly  due  to  the  retention  or  the 
installation  of  a  rotunda  in  the  new  building. 

"I  would  suggest  that  the  rotunda  is  of  no  importance  and 
that  Neiman-Marcus  should  build  subject  to  the  City's  accep- 
tance of  the  exterior  design." 

Response  391:     See  Response  1. 
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Penny  Salanave,  San  Francisco,  letter  of  2  November  1978 


Comment  392;     "As  one  views  Figure  #3  on  page  eight  the  feeling 
is  that  of  a  modern  building  -  which  like  the  Liberty  House 
department  store  side  which  it  will  stand  -  will  lack  warmth 
or  charm.     When  one  turns  to  pages  sixteen  and  seventeen 
and  views  Figures  11  and  12  of  the  rotunda  glass  dome  and 
tries  to  imagine  this  lovely  classic  artwork  within  the 
modern  structure  that  will  house  it  -  it  becomes  almost 
an  architectual  comedy  of  errors." 

Response  392;     See  Response  5. 

Comment  393;     "My  feeling  is  that  the  modern  department  store 
shown  on  page  eight  was  designed  for  Neiman-Marcus  and 
when  San  Franciscans  raised  their  voices  in  protest  of 
losing  the  City  of  Paris  dome  the  architects  went  back 
to  their  drawing  boards  and  pondered  where  they  could  stick 
this  'precious  dome1  to  make  the  project  more  palatable 
to  the  local  residents." 

Response  393;     See  Responses  5,  52  and  273. 

Comment  394;     "The  impact  on  our  San  Francisco  environment 
will  be  the  loss  of  what  could  have  been  a  real  addition 
of  imaginative  design  using  the  rotunda  as  a  central  theme 
in  a  more  classically  designed  building,  perhaps  even  in- 
corporating the  existing  French  windows  into  the  upper 
stories.     Instead  we,  the  residents  of  San  Francisco,  will 
have  another  sterile  building." 

Response  394;     See  Responses  273  and  413. 


Steve  Zimmerman,  Executive  Vice  President,  Zims  Restaurant, 
Letter  of  2  November  1978 

Comment  39  5;     "San  Francisco  needs  a  company  like  Neiman-Marcus 
to  help  round  out  the  retailing  program  downtown. . .Their 
entry  into  the  area  will  in  fact  help  the  downtown  environ- 
ment in  many  ways. . .aesthetically,  economically,  and  fiscally." 

Response  395;     See  Responses  170,  368,  and  287. 

Comment  396;     "A  'class'  department  store  will  also  be  an  impor- 
tant attraction  for  upper  middle  class  shoppers." 

Response  396;     No  response. 
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Patrick  McGrew,  member ,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
Letter  of  9  November,  1978 


Comment  397:     "Recently  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 

Board,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  reviewed  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  for  the  proposed  Neiman-Marcus  Department 
Store   (EE  77.257)  dated  October,  1978.     Though  we  submitted 
many  comments,  it  was  felt  that  our  comments  on  page  93 
needed  further  amplification. 

"The  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  contends  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  City  of  Paris  building,  following  the 
1906  earthquake  and  fire,  constitutes  structural  alterations 
requiring  current  code  conformance  for  the  building,  should 
additional  alterations  be  proposed.     This  seems  to  be  in 
conflict  with  our  understanding  of  the  origin  of  the  exist- 
ing building.     If,  as  photographs  in  our  files  indicate, 
only  two  walls  of  the  original  building  remained  after 
the  fire,  the  current  building  was  in  fact  new  in  1909  and 
therefore  could  accomodate  alterations   (up  to  30%)  before 
current  code  conformance  could  be  required.     Perhaps,  after 
investigation  of  these  files,  BBI  would  be  inclined  to 
revise  its  earlier  opinion,  thus  eliminating  'structural 
problems'  as  a  consideration  in  'Alternative  B.'" 

Response  397:     See  Responses  212  and  214. 


Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  State  Historical  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation,  and  James  P.  Trynor ,  Chief,  Resource  Pre- 
servation and  Interpretation  Division,  California  Department  of 
Parks  and  Recreation.     Memorandum  of  15  November  1978  to  Mr.  L.  Frant 
Goodson,  Resources  Agency  Project  Coordinator 

Comment  398:     "The  document  states  that  the  project,   if  implemented, 
'would  continue  the  general  trend  of  altering  the  Beaux- 
Arts  character  of  the   (Union  Square)   area. '     We  feel  that 
neither  the  full  extent  of  these  impacts  or  proposals  for 
eliminating  or  alleviating  them  have  been  adequately  addressed." 

Response  398:     See  the  revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  and  Urban 
Design  and  Architecture  Mitigation  Measures  sections. 

Comment  399:     "The  City  of  Paris  traditionally  provides  a 

visual  anchor  for  the  streetscapes  of  Union  Square,  thus 
its  removal  would  compromise  the  architectural  value  of 
the  entire  square.     We  recommend  that  subsequent  documen- 
tation address  this  issue  in  greater  detail  and  provide 
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appropriate  suggestions  for  effective  mitigating  measures 
to  adverse  impacts." 

Response  399:     See  the  revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  and  Urban 
Design  and  Architecture  Mitigation  Measures  sections. 

Comment  400;     "There  should  be  a  discussion  of  San  Francisco's 
Urban  Design  Plan's  Conservation  Policy  (4,  5,  6,  7)  as 
well  as  the  Major  New  Development  Policy  (1,  2,  3,  4)." 

Response  400:     See  the  revised  Urban  Design  Impacts  section. 

Comment  401:     "The  proposed  Alternatives  Bl  and  B2  to  be  feasible 
and  should  significantly  reduce  or  eliminate  the  environ- 
mental effects  associated  with  the  project." 

Response  401:     The  Alternatives  Section  (Chapter  VII)  has  been 
revised. 

Comment  402:     "...the  dome  was  originally  designed  to  admit 
light  into  an  interior  space  and  to  be  an  important,  if 
not  primary  source  of  illumination.     The  proposed  new  loca- 
tion at  the  corner  of  Geary  and  Stockton  Streets  will  not 
permit  the  continuity  of  this  function.     The  dome  will 
be  located  in  what  is  basically  an  enclosed  exterior  space 
and  its  visual  effectiveness  will  be  greatly  reduced  through 
competition  with  natural  light." 

Response  402:     See  Responses  73  and  380. 

Comment  403:     "...the  possibility  exists  that  the  dome  cannot 

be  secured  to  minimize  earthquake  hazards.     Assurance  should 
be  given  that  this  one  mitigation  attempt  can  be  accomplished." 

Response  403:     See  Response  1. 

Comment  404:     "It  is  the  understanding  of  this  Office  (from 

a  telephone  conversation  with  Mr.  Robert  Levy,  Superintendent, 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection)   that  past  alterations  or, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  City  of  Paris  Building,  repairs  are 
accumulative,  i.e.,  the  total  sum  of  part  alterations  may 
be  considered  to  exceed  the  alloted  30%  structural  repairs 
under  Article  I,  Section  104. B.l  of  the  City  Building  Code. 
As  older  buildings  are  naturally  altered  or  repaired  over 
the  years,  this  policy  would  seem  to  be  detrimental  to 
the  preservation  of  historic  buildings,  especially  buildings 
extensively  damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake  and  repaired." 

Response  404:     See  Response  214. 
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Comment  405:     "...This  policy  [that  repairs  are  accumulative] 
appears  to  be  in  conflict  with  Conservation  Policy  Nos.  4, 
5,  and  7  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan  as  it  causes  a  financial 
hardship  for  developers  who  wish  to  rehabilitate  historic 
buildings  that  have  exceeded  the  30%  structural  alteration 
allotment. " 

Response  405:     The  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  is  a  policy- 
making document;  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  govern 
in  the  case  of  conflict  betwen  the  Plan  and  the  Code. 

Comment  406      "This  Office  suggests  that  there  is  a  difference 

between  structural  alterations  that  are  a  part  of  rehabilita- 
tion and  structural  repairs  that  are  necessitated  by  a 
natural  catastrophe.     As  the  repair  of  the  City  of  Paris 
building  in  1906  was  necessary  to  correct  earthquake  damage, 
this  Office  requests  comments." 

Response  406:     Mr.  Robert  Levy,  Superintendent  of  the  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection,  has  stated  that  the  Building  Code 
does  not  distinguish  between  reasons  why  structural  alterations 
are  made  to  a  building,  but  only  considers  the  cumulative 
total  of  structural  alterations.     Because  the  purpose  of 
the  law  is  to  increase  seismic  safety  of  older  buildings, 
which  usually  have  little  resistance  to  earthquakes,  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  reason  to  apply  Section  104. B  of 
the  Code  differently  based  on  the  act  that  instigated  the 
alterations.     See  also  Response  212. 

Comment  407:     "Supplemental  documentation  should  include  the 
following  information: 

"1.  An  identification  of  an  effective  mitigation  measure 
to  alleviate  potential  impacts  to  the  architectural 
integrity  of  Union  Square." 

Response  407:     See  the  revised  Urban  Design  and  Architecture 
Mitigation  Measures  section. 

Comment  408:     "2.     A  comparative  itemized  cost  estimate  considering 
the  proposed  demolition  and  new  construction  compared  to 
the  economic  feasibility  of  retaining  the  existing  City 
of  Paris  structure." 

Response  408:     See  Response  112  and  the  revised  Alternatives 
Chapter . 

Comment  409:     "Alternative  design  which  includes  the  retention 
and  use  of  the  existing  structure." 
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Response  409;     The  Alternatives  Section  (Chapter  VII)  has  been 
expanded. 


Comment  410;     "A  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  feasibility 
or  inf easibility  of  the  proposed  alternatives  contained 
in  the  document." 

Response  410;     See  the  revised  Alternatives  Chapter. 

Comment  411;     "A  copy  of  all  structural  analyses  of  the  City 
of  Paris  Building." 

Response  411;     Copies  of  reports  on  all  structural  analyses 
performed  for  the  City  of  Paris  Building  are  available 
at  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of 
Environmental  Review.     Inclusion  of  detailed  technical 
information  in  the  text  of  an  EIR  is  seldom  appropriate; 
the  information  is  summarized  in  the  text  in  a  form  under- 
standable to  the  lay  reader. 

Comment  412;     "[Include]   structural  analysis  discussing  the 
feasibility  of  retaining  the  dome  including  the  processes 
of  dismantling  and  reassembly." 

Response  412;     See  Response  1. 

Comment  413;     The  following  persons  submitted  letters  to  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  expressing  opinions  about  the 
proposed  project; 

William  T.  Beaumont  Christine  Edwards 

Susan  L.  Berman  Faye  D.  Gordon 

Dorothy  L.  Brooks  Lianne  S.  Gregory 

Carol  Chabre  Walter  A.  Haas,  IRIS 

Securities 

Marie  Cleasby 

Anne  W.  Halsted,  PResident, 
Bruce  Coleman  The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

Association 

Mr.   &  Mrs.  Robert  H.  Hubbell 


Jack  Conybear 


William  E.  Dauer,  Executive 

Vice  President,  San  Francisco  Patricia  Layne  Kelly 

Chamber  of  Commerce  (with  Deirdre  Langan) 

June  Deal  Ms.  H.T.  Knott 
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Deidre  Langan 

(with  Patricia  Layne  Kelly) 

Edythe  Lanson 

Michael  J.  Lesich 

Susan  L.S.  McKinney 

Carmela  Martin 

Miriam  Milgrom 

Aida  Miller 

Bill  Montague 

Valerie  C.  Morris 

Jamie  &  Karen  O'Neill 

Ginger  Oney 

Mrs.  Nancy  Page 


Brian  Ritchie 

R.C.  Roach 

Dick  Roberts 

Jean  Rogers 

Denise  Rousseau 

Philip  S.  Schlein,  President, 
Macy's  California 

Amelia  S.  Sherer 

Ann  J.  Short 

Craig  Sternberg 

Mrs.  George  Urbani 

Eleanor  D.  Wallace 


Response  413:     We  appreciate  the  opinions  expressed.     It  is 
not  the  function  of  an  EIR  to  discuss  the  appropriateness 
of  a  project,  but  rather  to  explain  the  environmental  impacts 
of  a  proposed  action.     The  letters  have  been  forwarded 
to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  consideration  for  the 
Discretionary  Review  of  the  proposed  project. 
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NAME 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President, 
City  Planning  Commission 

Susan  Bierman,  Member, 
City  Planning  Commission 

Thomas  Ma toff,  Member, 
City  Planning  Commission 

Yoshio  Nakashima,  Member, 
City  Planning  Commission 

Rai  Okamoto 

Director  of  Planning 

Jerry  Barclay 

Robert  Berner,  Executive  Director, 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 

Anne  Bloomfield 

Roger  Boyer,  Vice  President, 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

Randolph  Delehanty,  Member, 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage 

Bill  Eisen,  President 

Park  Presidio  Neighborhood 
Association  of  the  Inner 
Richmond 

Lesley  Emmington 

Berkeley  Landmarks  Preservation, 
Berkeley  Architectural  Heritage 
Association 

Thomas  Fitzgerald,  Engineer 

Sexton,  Fitzgerald  and  Kaplan, 
Engineers 
(by  Vicki  Wagner) 
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Gerda  Fulder 

Haight-Ashbury  Improvement 
Association 

Winchell  Hayward 

John  Johnson,  Chairman, 
Committee  to  Save  the 
City  of  Paris 

James  Keefer 

Mission  Planning  Council 

Beatrice  Kirschenbaum, 
Board  of  Directors, 
Pacific  Heights  Residents 
Association 

Mrs.  Frieda  Klussman,  President 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 

Jean  Kortum 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Peggy  Lang 

Robert  Leste 

Strause  Greenberg  and  Company 
Hillsdale,  Illinois 

John  Maher 

Harold  Major 

Citizens  Committee  to 
Save  the  City  of  Paris 

Dr.  Knox  Mallon 

State  Historical  Preservation 
Officer 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

Patrick  McGrew 

Landmark  Preservation  Advisory 
Board 

Richard  McRee 

Mitchell  L.  Mitchell 

Richard  B.  Morten 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of 
Commerce 
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Stewart  Morton 

Earl  Moss 

The  Victorian  Alliance 

Rhoda  Parks 

Bradford  Paul,  Regional  Information 
Officer 

Western  Regional  Office  of  the 
National  Trust  for  Historic 
Preservation 

Mrs.  Bland  Piatt,  President 

Landmarks  Advisory  Preservation 
Board 

Penny  Salavane 

Hisashi  Bill  Sugaya,  Director 
Western  Regional  Office, 
National  Trust  for  Historic 
Preservation 

James  P.  Trynor,  Chief 

Resource  Preservation  and  Interpretation 
Division,  California  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation 

David  Wasserman 

Albert  E.  Zinkland 


Steve  Zimmerman,  Executive  Vice  President 
Zims  Restaurant 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION  NO.  8134 

WHEREAS,  A  draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  October  13,  1978,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with  EE77.257, 
demolition  of  the  City  of  Paris  building  and  construction  of  a  Neiman-Marcus 
department  store  On  the  property  described  as  follows:    southeast  corner  of 
Geary  and  Stockton  Streets,  lots  14  and  15  in  Assessor's  Block  313;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a  notice  of  completion  of  the  draft 
report  with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice 
and  requested  comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  gen- 
eral public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing 
on  said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  November  14,  1978,  at  which  oppor- 
tunity was  given  for  public  participation  and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A  final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  December  21,  1978,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report, 
any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional 
information  that  became  available,  and  a  response  to  any  comments  that  raised 
significant  points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law; 
and 

WHEREAS,  On  December  21,  1978,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environ- 
mental impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  proce- 
dures through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the 
Secretary  for  Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  project  described  in  said  report  will  result  in  demolition  of 
the  City  of  Paris  building,  a  building  which  is  considered  by  many  to  have  poten- 
tial for  restoration  and  use,  which  has  not  been  named  a  San  Francisco  Landmark 
but  was  designated  State  Historic  Landmark  No.  876  on  January  13,  1975,  and  was 
placed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on  January  23,  1975,  and  the 
Commission  believes  that  demolition  of  said  building  will  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  project  described  in  said  report  will  result  in  a  new  building 
whose  design  conflicts  with  some  Policies  and  Objectives  of  the  Urban  Design 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  and  the  Commission  believes 
that  the  proposed  design  will  have  a  significant  urban  design  and  visual  effect 
on  the  local  environment; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby 
find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  December  21,  1978, 
concerning  the  Neiman-Marcus  Department  Store,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objec- 
tive, and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with 
the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State  Guidelines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  completion 
of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  have  a  signifi- 
cant historic,  visual,  and  urban  design  effect  on  the  environment  of  Union  Square. 


Lee  Woods 
Secretary 

AYES:    Commissioners  Bierman,  Wentz,  Nakashima,  Rosenblatt,  Starbuck,  Miller 

NOES:  None 

ABSENT:  Dearman 

PASSED:    December  21 ,  1978 


